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E PREFACE 

In the following pages an attempt is made to deter- 
mine exactly the second source of St. Matthew and St. 
Luke (Q) both in regard to its extent and its contents, 
and to estimate its value both in itself and relatively 
to the Gospel of St. Mark. I have been moved to 

~ complete and to publish these investigations by Well- 
hausen’s “Introduction to the First Three Gospels” 
(1905). The attitude of opposition I am driven to 
adopt towards an important result of Wellhausen’s 
researches, does not detract from my high appreciation 
of the merit of this work. 

A supplementary observation which I have made 
“may serve as an additional proof of the unity of the 
-,source Q. In St. Matthew are found about 112 words, 
jand in St. Luke (without the Acts) about 261, which 
; joccur in these gospels and do not occur elsewhere in 
-|the New Testament. Now of these 373 words, the 
_ reconstructed text of Q given on pp. 127 ff. contains 
, at the most 16—i.e. 13 (12) from St. Matthew (Biacris, 
, Booxi, duxaCey [eyxpvrre), evvociy, (Ta, vorcioy, 
' oixerela, olkiakds, Tapoporacely, mapovis, matus, 

pariCey), and 3 from St. Luke (amouarcecOat, Bar- 
Aavtiov, kdpaé); yet it is questionable whether three 
of these really belong to Q. That it is thus possible 
to construct the fairly extensive text of Q without 
“making a further demand than of 12 to 16 words upon 
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the copious and distinctive vocabularies of St. Matthew 
and St. Luke, is a welcome additional proof of the 
distinct individuality of Q. On the other hand, the 
variety of the stylistic, rhetorical, and poetic forms in 
which the discourses and sayings in Q are thus seen to 
be cast, is no argument against its distinctive unity, 
but even serves to confirm our confidence in the indi- 
viduality as well as in the genuineness and originality 
of this source. 

If in the following investigation I have correctly 
defined the limits and have justly estimated the value 
of Q, I have only given fresh utterance to the long- 
established judgment of competent scholars, though it 
is to be hoped that I have established it upon a more 
secure foundation than that upon which it has rested 
hitherto. No words of mine are needed to explain 
what this means for our knowledge of the history of 
our Lord. And yet one can scarcely hope that there 
will be an end of wild hypotheses in regard to that 
history. ‘The temptation to confine one’s gaze to 
isolated details, and to view these as reflected in the 
distorting mirror of prepossession and prejudice, 
without deep and reverent study of tradition, is too 
great for us to expect that these strivings will ever 
cease. 

I offer my hearty thanks to my friend Professor von 
Dobschiitz for the active and kindly interest which he 
has devoted to this undertaking of mine while it was 
passing through the press. 


Ay ER 
BERLIN, 8th December, 1906. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Tue sections which are common to St. Matthew and 
St. Luke, excluding those which they share with St. 
Mark, are, as is well known, very considerable both 
in number and content. ‘They amount altogether 
to about one-sixth of the text of St. Luke and two- 
elevenths of the text of St. Matthew.! The researches 
of very many scholars have led them to the unanimous 
conclusion that neither St. Matthew nor St. Luke have 
copied the one from the other, and that these sections 
are thus dependent upon either one or several common 
sources. ‘The former alternative is generally preferred, 
and rightly so; and yet one does not thereby conceal 
from oneself the possibility that it may well have been 
otherwise, and that in regard to many points of detail 
and many passages there is still room for the hypo- 
thesis of several written sources and even of depend- 
ence upon oral tradition. In this connection a great 
number of other questions arise which cannot be 
passed by. The most important are the following :— 

1. Is it not possible that after the publication of the 

1 Here of course difficulties begin at once. It is not always a 
simple matter to determine the limits of these sections; different 
opinions may be held as to the origin of the doublets which are 
found both in St. Matthew and St. Luke; and in regard to a few 
important sections, it must remain doubtful whether they are not 
mutually dependent upon a much earlier source, which is thus not 
identical with the main source, 


x INTRODUCTION 


gospel of St. Luke and St. Matthew the one was so 
much corrected from the other! that the task of 
settling the text of the source has been rendered very 
difficult ? 

2. Did St. Matthew and St. Luke use the same 
recension of Q? Or did the former use it in one form 
(Q?), the latter in another (Q2, Q3, Q4, &c.) ? 

3. If Q first existed in Aramaic, did one or both of 
the evangelists pay attention to this Aramaic original,? 
and occasionally make use of it ? 

4, Since it is a priori probable that neither of the 
two evangelists quite exhausted the contents of the 
source, in which of them is it best reproduced both 
in regard to extent and arrangement? and which of 
the passages that are transmitted to us by only one 
of our authorities belong nevertheless to the source ? 

5. Judging from the investigation of those sections 
which may be with certainty assigned to the source, 
are we to regard Q as a collection of sayings or a 
“gospel”? And is it possible that the answer to 
this question may afford us a principle by which we 
may decide whether doubtful sections belong or do 
not belong to'\the source? Or, if this question cannot 
be answered, is it not hopeless to attempt to determine 
the extent of Q? 

These problems, so numerous and of such intense 
importance, seem to render it so difficult to answer 
the question: What is Q? that one can easily under- 
stand a person of sceptical mind refusing to concern 

1 Compare, for instance, Blass’s reconstruction of the text of 
St. Matthew (“ Evang. sec. Matth. 1901”). 


* It is quite certain that in general both used one and the same 
Greek translation. 
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himself with it. Yet, on the other hand, such scepti- 
cism is only permissible when there is distinct proof 
of the hopelessness of all attempts to solve the 
question. But no proof of such a kind has as yet 
been produced. It is true that Q has been much 
written about and investigated by Weiss, Holtzmann, 
Wendt, and Wernle, and by other scholars following 
their lead, last of all by Wellhausen—though it is 
strange how much more attention has been devoted 
to St. Mark; but as yet no work has appeared which 
takes into account all the details. Such a work ought 
in the first place to confine itself with rigorous ex- 
clusiveness to the non-Markan passages which are 
common to St. Matthew and St. Luke; to subject 
these to a thorough investigation from the point of 
view of grammar, style, and literary criticism in 
general, and after having thus gained a firm stand- 
point, to see what definite results may be deduced. If 
such an investigation fails of its aim—that is, if it is 
shown that nothing connected or distinctive is evolved 
from the study of the passages in question—then it 
follows that Q vanishes as a tangible entity, indeed 
disappears altogether, and accordingly that the pro- 
blem of the relationship between St. Matthew and 
St. Luke in those parts which are not covered by 
St. Mark is declared to be insoluble. The necessary 
consequence of this would be that the discourses and 
narratives contained in these portions of the gospels 
(whether in sections of greater or smaller extent) 
would have to be dealt with each by itself. 

Up to the present, however, there has been no final 
settlement of the preliminary textual question—in 
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which of the two gospels do these sections appear in 
their more original form? If we seek counsel among 
the critics we only meet with unconvincing statements, 
that both evangelists allowed themselves to make 
numerous changes and revisions of the text, while it 
is usually added that on the whole more trust is to 
be placed in St. Luke than in St. Matthew. One 
seeks in vain for a proof of this thesis, in so far as its 
feeble character at all permits of one, and even the 
question which at once suggests itself—What are then 
the points of view and the principles in accordance 
with which St. Matthew and St. Luke have respec- 
tively corrected the source ?—is propounded by scarcely 
a single critic. The situation here is the same as in 
the case of a dozen other important problems of the 
criticism of the gospels: men soar away into sublime 
discussions concerning the meaning of “the Kingdom 
of God,” the “Son of Man,” “ Messiahship,” &c., and 
occupy themselves with investigations into the “ history 
of religion,” and with problems of genuineness, in the 
light of “higher” criticism (as if the critic were in- 
spired with absolute knowledge of historical matters 
from some secret source); while the “lower” problems, 
whose treatment involves real scavenger’s labour in 
which one is almost choked with dust, are passed by 
on the other side. Or where this is not the case, the 
investigation is still never carried far enough; it 
breaks off prematurely, and the critic rests satisfied 
with work only half done. Hence the wretched plight 

? Wernle forms an exception. This scholar has shown that apart 
from some instances of severe revision the text appears in a more 


trustworthy form in St. Matthew. His work on Q is quite excellent 
but not detailed enough, 
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in which the criticism of the gospels finds itself in 
these days, and indeed has always found itself !—with 
the exception of the work of a few critics, and apart 
from the Markan problem, which has been treated with 
scientific thoroughness. 

But even in the case of the Markan problem much 
important work remains to be accomplished by the 


1 This wretched state of affairs is apparent above all in the case 
of those who are compelled to take their knowledge of the criticism 
of the New Testament at second-hand, or have condemned them- 
selves to this unassuming intellectual position. They are like reeds 
swaying with the blasts of the most extreme and mutually exclusive 
hypotheses, and find everything in this connection which is offered 
them ‘“‘ very worthy of consideration.” To-day they are ready to 
believe that there was no such person as Jesus, while yesterday they 
regarded Him as a neurotic visionary, shown to be such with con- 
vincing force by His own words, if only these are rightly interpreted, 
which words by the way have been excellently transmitted by 
tradition. To-morrow He has become for them an Essene, as may 
be proved likewise from His own words; and yet the day before 
yesterday none of these words were His own; and perhaps on the 
very same day it was accounted correct to regard Him as belonging 
to some Greek sect of esoteric Gnostics—a sect which still remains 
to be discovered, and which with its symbols and sacraments repre- 
sented a religion of a chaotic and retrograde character, nay, exercised 
a beneficial influence upon the development of culture. Or rather, 
He was an anarchist monk like Tolstoi; or, still better, a genuine 
Buddhist, who had, however, come under the influence of ideas 
originating in ancient Babylon, Persia, Egypt, and Greece; or, 
better still, He was the eponymous hero of the mildly revolutionary 
and moderately radical fourth estate in the capital of the Roman 
world. It is evident, forsooth, that he may possibly have been all of 
these things, and may be assumed to have been one of them, If 
therefore one only keeps hold of all these reins, naturally with a 
loose hand, one is shielded from the reproach of not being up to 
date, and this is more important by far than the knowledge of the 
facts themselves, which indeed do not so much concern us, seeing 
that in this twentieth century we must of course wean ourselves 
from a contemptible dependence upon history in matters of religion, 
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“lower” criticism, and remarkably little is to be 
found in our books on the question of the relation- 
ship of Q to St. Mark. “The problem of the 
literary relationship between Q and St. Mark must 
at least be propounded and needs thorough in- 
vestigation. It is indeed most extraordinary, to use 
only a mild expression, that such an investigation 
up to the present has never been set on foot” 
(Wellhausen, “Einleitung in die drei ersten Evan- 
gelien,” s. 73), The last remark is scarcely correct ; 
several scholars have occupied themselves with the 
problem. But Wellhausen’s astonishment is never- 
theless quite justifiable. If the criticism of the 
gospels had been carried on methodically, so that 
each scholar stood as it were upon the shoulders of 
his predecessor, this cardinal problem would neces- 
sarily have been thoroughly discussed long ago, the 
whole material for discussion would have been set 
in order, and the definite and final conclusion would 
have been drawn. Instead of this everything is still 
enveloped in a cloud of uncertainty, and amid the 
dearth of preliminary studies of a connected and 
scientific character, we can easily understand how it 
has come to pass that Wellhausen has produced a 
solution of the problem which has this merit, that 
by its very paradox it has summoned theologians 
to descend from the airy heights of their critical 
speculations and to gird themselves for strenuous 
labour as hewers in the mines of knowledge. 

In the following treatise I begin by ascertaining 
the relatively original text of the sections which are 
exclusively common to St. Matthew and St. Luke, and 
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by deducing at the same time the points of view and 
the principles according to which each of the two 
evangelists has worked—that is, has edited the hypo- 
thetical common source. Before coming to a conclusion 
as to the most approximately original text of St. 
Matthew and St. Mark, I have thoroughly worked 
through the texts adopted by Blass, Wellhausen, and 
others, together with the editions of older scholars. I 
have convinced myself anew of a fact that I had already 
learned at the time of my studies on the text of the 
Acts—namely, that Blass has assigned far too great 
weight to the testimony of the important Codex D 
with its satellites, as well as to the isolated readings of 
other authorities (Chrysostom !), In my opinion, even 
Wellhausen goes too far in this direction. Neither 
can I recognise that the text of St. Luke has had the 
subsequent influence upon the text of St. Matthew 
which Blass supposes; indeed, as compared with him, I 
keep much more closely to the text of Westcott and 
Hort. 

As is well known, the sections of St. Matthew and 
St. Luke which concern us are of such a character 
that a very considerable portion of them occurs in 
practically verbal similarity in the two gospels, while 
another (very small) portion shows variations which 
are so great as to compel us to doubt whether it is 
even possible to accept in their case the hypothesis of 
a common immediate source (vide p. v). In between 
lies the great mass of the remaining sections, which 
show more or less numerous and important variants. 
The first group has the great advantage in that from 
it we are enabled to draw conclusions of the highest 
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probability. I have therefore divided the material. 
into three parts, and I shall first consider those sec-- 
tions in which the differences between St. Matthew! 
and St. Luke are comparatively very slight. Equipped. 
with the results of this investigation, I shall proceed 
_ to the examination of the second group, in which 
the differences are more numerous. I shall then, 
only after the fashion of an appendix, deal with 
those sections in which the difference is so great that 
one must seriously doubt whether they belong to Q. 
They include only one saying and two parables. 


CHAPTER I 


HE ANALYSIS AND THE TEXTUAL INVESTIGATION OF THE 
NON-MARKAN SECTIONS COMMON TO sT, MATTHEW 
AND ST. LUKE (Q). 


ss St. Matt. iii.'7°: Tevj- =St. Luke iii. TPS SO a 


“| Ta. exOvev, Tis vmredegev 

c puyeiy amo Tig 

we ovens opyis ene) 

Tomoare ovv KapTov agvov Kapmrous a£tous 
This MeTavoias* ) Kal pay un 
6k nre Aéyew ev éavrois" apeno0e €v éavTois pro- 
Barr épe éXomev TOV ‘AB- bably wanting 

paap eyo yap Uply ott 

Styarat 6 6 Oe0s é€k Tov ALOwy [duvaros 2] 

TOUTWY eyeipar Téxva TO 

"ABpadu. (10) #0n O€ 4 O€ Kat 
akin Tpos Thy piCay TOV 

Qs 

OevOpwY KéelTAL’ Tay odY 

Sedov | a ‘ToLouy kapmoy 

“KaAov* EKKOMTETAL Kal Ets 


‘ip Barrera. . . . (12) 


1 Wellhausen omits kadéy, because it is wanting in Syr. Sin., and 
because the contrast lies between “fruitful and unfruitful.” But 
yr. Sin. by itself is too weak an authority, St. Luke has the 
vord, and logic ought not to have the casting vote. Besides caddy 


uld easily fall out of the text after xaprév. 
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a N , be cox A 
ov TO TTVOV ev TH xXEIpt 
’ a 4 rol A 
avtov, kat draxaBapet Thy 
vr ’ a A , 
dAwva avTov Kat ouvager 
A an , A +) 4 
TOV giTov avToU els THY 

’ (é) , \ Oc BA 
aroBiKny, TO 0€ axupov 
KaTakavoel Tupt ac Béorw. 


adtov (Tod) daxabapat 
Kal cuvayayely (2) 
avrov pr. perhaps wanting, 
avTov sec. certain. 
Ojxny (avTov) 


° 
a7vo- 


Verse 11 (= Luke iii. 16) stands also in St. Mark; 
there and in Q it had essentially the same form; in Q 


it ran as follows :— 
> \ A € la) I 
CyW Mev UMLAS Barri 
be 9 , 
év UdaTt ele meTavolay’ 6 
.4 % , e , 
O€ dricw ov EpXOmevos 
° , , , fe 
lrXUpOTEpOS MoU eaTIY, OU 
b) A A MS 
oUK elul ikavos TA vr00?- 
2) \ 
Mara autos 
€ lal , > , 
vuas Bamrrice: év rvevmart 


Bacracat’ 


Vdate BarriCw tuas (with- 
out éy and els meray.), as 
in St. Mark. The remain- 
ing variants in St. Luke 
are likewise due to the in- 
fluence of the Markan text. 
ayiw is very doubtful. 


ayio Kat upi. 

The few variants are easily explained ; almost always 
St. Luke appears as the evangelist who has altered the 
original text. He has substituted the plural Kap7rous 
for the not very logical singular; he has replaced ui) 
ddfyre by un ap~noOe (a favourite phrase of his); 1 
he has improved the construction by the infinitive 
(StaxaSapa),? and instead of the more pregnant ex- 


1 Yet this is not quite certain. J, H. Moulton (‘‘A Grammar of | 
N. T. Greek,” 1906, p. 15) thinks, on the contrary, that dpénode is | 
more original, because it is a Semitic idiom (so also Dalman and 
Wernle); but it is frequently found in St. Luke even where he is 
independent of Q, and seems to have been used by him purposely | 
(in imitation). 

* It is questionable whether St. Luke wrote cwayayeiv, or cwdéer | 
with St. Matthew; the authorities are evenly balanced on this | 
point. At all events, cvydée stood in Q. | 


| 
| 
| 
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pression, “his wheat into the barn,” he has inserted 
the smoother phrase, “the wheat into his barn.” Kai 
in verse 10 is added by St. Luke to give more flexi- 
bility to the construction, as in the case of St. Matt. 
xxiv. 28, and elsewhere. ‘Ihe style is also improved 
by the placing of vdarti (without év) at the beginning. 
Probably the reading duvards is original in St. Luke, 
but it was substituted for the reading of the source by 
the evangelist himself. In St. Matthew and St. Mark | 
it is never used of a person; see, however, St. Luke 
i. 49; xiv. 31; xxiv. 19, and four passages in the 
Acts.—St. Luke perhaps wrote: cat tov uév oirov 
cwvager ele arroOjxnvy, We cannot be certain that 
eis weravotay belonged to Q; yet it is very probable 
that it stood in the source, for its absence in St. Luke 
is not decisive, seeing that St. Luke follows the text 
of St. Mark; and seeing, moreover, that ueravora does 
not occur in St. Matthew except in this section from 
Q, it is not probable that that evangelist added it 
of his own initiative. (On the other hand, in other 
passages jeravoia is purposely added by St. Luke; 
here however it could the more easily fall out of the 
text, seeing that it has no corresponding antithesis in 
the following clause.) The end of the verse as it 
stood in Q can no longer be restored with certainty. 
In St. Mark the text ran éy wvevuati ayiw; in St. 
Matthew, év mvevuartt avin Kat Tupt 5 in St. Luke, 
év mvevmart kat trupi (in both cases Syr. Sin. gives the 
words in the reverse order). It is therefore most pro- 
bable that Q read ey zupé, for this phrase only is 
covered by the succeeding clauses which do not 
develop éy wvevwarte ayiv. 
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St. Matt. vi. 21: d7ov 
yap [eorw] 6 Onc avpos 
cou, exei [€rrat] Kal 7 
kapdia cov. (22) 6 Avyvos 
TOU TOMATOS ETT O op- 
Barpos. éav ody 7} 6 6d- 
Oarpos cov amXois, OAov 
TO coua cov hwrewov 
(23) éav oe 6 
dpOahpds | wou Tovnpos th 
dAov TO capa cou oKoTel- 
vov éorTat. €l ovv TO pos 
TO €v Gol oKOTOS eoTly, TO 
cKoTos TOgov! (24) ovdeis 
dvvarar duct kupiows dov- 


x 
eoTQAl* 


Xr , : aA ‘ \ 4 

evely* 1 yap Tov eva 
A 4A la 

proncet Kal Tov eTEpoV 


ayamioet, 7 vos avOéEerat 
Kat TOU erépou KaTa- 
ppovice ov dvvacbe Oew 
dovAevew Manova. 
(25) dca TOUTO ) Aéryen viv, my 
Mepinvarre TH Woxn 0 Umar 
Tl i payne, Ende TO oomare 
vue Tl éydiona Oe ovx! 
4 \buxn melody ert Tis 
Tpopns Kal TO Toua TOU 
évdduatos; (26) éuBré- 
‘pare eis Ta werewd Tov 
ovpavov, Stu ov o7re(povu- 
aw oude OnpiCovar oude 
cuvayovrw eis amroOijKas, 


Q 
Kal 


=St. Luke xii. 34; xi. 

34, 35; xvi. 13; xii. 22- 

31. For cov both times 

vuov, Probably cov after 

opOaru0s pr. 

érav 6... amAous Ff 
Kat OAov 


\ 
eT ay 
, 
0 opOadpds cov om. 
‘ \ a , ef 
kal TO c@ua cov (om. OX.) 
éorat om. 
A \ “A 
Mn TO Pos 
mTocov om. 


oT 


, > 
OKOTEL OUY 

\ , 
TO GKOTOS 

> A b> Maat A 
ovdets OlKETNS 


Uuwy OM, 


Uuov om. 


7 yap \uxn 


KaTa= 
voncare Tous Kdpaxas 
without rod oupavou ovrTe 


ouUTE ols ouK 


a > NSCS , 
ear Tapuetov ovde arobijxn 
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ad bt A ~ € b) , 
Kal 0 TATNO UMOV 0 OVPAaVLOS 
TpEepet avTa* ovX vpeis 
parrov dia:épere avtev ; 
(27) Tis 06 e& UMOV LE pti— 
vov duvarat rpocOeivat ért 
Thy nArtKiay avToU mhXuV 
éva ; (28) Kat rept évou- 
MATOS Tl MEPYLVATE ; KATA- 
pabere TA Kpiva TOU ary pou 
TOs WEAVOUTLY' OU KOTLOTL 
obde mOovou (29) Aéryeo dé 
Cea ig a\e! A > 
vuiy Te ovde DoAomwy ev 
raon TY d0ky avToU 7Treple- 
BareTo ws 
(30) e dé Tov XOpTov TOU 
aypov onpepov ovta Kal 
avipiov ets kriBavov Baddo- 
e A eo ° , 
pevov 0 Oeds ovTws auduer- 
vow, ov TOAA@ pmadAov 
wuas, ordvydmato ; (31) 
un ov MEplULYNTNTE de- 
yovres* Tl payopey ; ” Tt 
, a U r A 
mlouev; 9 TL TepiBadrw- 
peOa; (32) marta yap 
a Sof ’ a 
Tatra Ta COn émiCyTrovoty 
oidev yap 0 TATHpP VLwV O 
ovpavios Ore xpnCeTe TOU- 
Tov aravtwv, (33) Cyretre 
oe T POT OV chy Bacirctay 
Kal THY OLKaLOTUYYY aurTou, 


ray , 
€V »-TOUTWY. 


la , 

Kal TaUTA TavTa WpoT- 
¢€ a 
TeOnoeTat Upiv. 
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A 
kat 6 Oedg (om. v. 6. ovp.) 
avrous’ moow waddov 
Um. dra, THY TETELVOV | 


C4 

éva om. 
> 5 , \ 

28: ef ovv ovoe éhaxioTov 


In place of verse 


ou (4) , 4 Cy) 

vvacOe, TL Tept TwY Aol- 

TOV MEPLLVATE ; KaTavon- 

, , A » 

cate Té Kpiva, Tos oUTE 
40 5y4 ¢ y 

wOer ovTe vpatvet 

ld 

oTt Om. 


év ayp~ TOV XOp- 
TOY OVTA oHMEpoV 


aoow for ov 7oAA, 
Kal Umers My 
A We Ud A , 
Cireire Ti :aynte Kat Tt 
minTe, KAL [Ay peTewpiCea Oe 
(for verse 31) 
a , 
TQAUTA yap (wavTa) 
+7, €0vn TOU KOTMOU 
e ane to 
Um. O€ 0, TAT, OLOEV 
eo € € 
(without 0 ov.) 
e UU 4 
qmavrov om. Any Cnt. 
7.Bac.aitou(without 7 pe- 
tov and x, T, OlKatog.) 
mavra om. 
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The variants in St. Luke, in so far as they are of 
a stylistic character, appear throughout as secondary 
readings (corrections in style). This is especially clear 
in the case of cxo7e (ckoz7eiy is wanting in the gospels 
but occurs several times in St. Paul), also in the three 
instances where St. Luke removes the rhetorical ques- 
tion for the sake of smoothness (a correction which, as 
we shall see, he makes in other places), also in the 
pedantic addition of ofcérys (wanting in the gospels 
but occurring in Acts x. 7; Rom. xiv. 1; 1 Pet. 
ii, 18), in catavoycare (constantly used by St. Luke) 
twice substituted for éu@Aé-ac¢ e’s and for the un- 
usual word carauabere, in moow prefixed to MadXov, 
in zoow for ov moAA@, in the cat which is added, as 
so often, in verses 22, 23, in off ovx éorw TAM, ovdE 
amoOjxy (improvement in style), in the feeble moral 
reflection e ody ode éXaxtcrov Sivacbe (Td éXdxirrov 
is in the New Testament exclusively confined to 
St. Luke, vide in addition to this passage xvi. 10; 
xix. 17) +i Tept THY Aoirev Meptuvare ;—also the 
absence of éva with ayy is probably secondary ; 
likewise the sentence zés ore vijOer obre vpaiver, for 
avéavouct, appeared to be unessential; and vpaiver is 
a stylistic improvement upon comic. In St. Matthew 
verse 28, St. Luke has replaced ‘ clothing” by ta 
Aoura, while in St. Matthew verse 31, he omits it 
altogether; it was evidently a matter of less anxiety 
to him than to the native of Palestine. In the same 
passage he has replaced the somewhat feeble wy 
Mepyurnonte déyovres by the strenuous prohibition : 
kat vets (one of the few cases where St. Luke has 
the pronoun when it is wanting in St. Matthew) 
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ay Cyteire, and thus leads up to the ¢ 
St. Matthew verse 33 (Cyretvy is much more 
in St. Luke than in St. Matthew); again zrAnv is 
by him (it is found five times in St. Matthew’ 
times in St. Luke). The phrase ay merewpiCe 
singular both in St. Luke and in the New Testa: 
No certain interpretation can be given of the ph 
as found here (it occurs in Philo, Sirach, Plutarch, a. 
the medical authors), It may mean either “be not 
high-minded,” or “seek not after high things,” or 
“be not covetous,” or “be not driven hither and 
thither (by cares).” If the word stood in Q it is not 
without significance for determining the plane of 
culture of the first translator of the source; but it 
is much more probable that St. Luke inserted it in 
place of ri repiBaréucOa, In this case it is to be 
taken in the same general sense as the phrase pre- 
viously inserted by him: ti rept T@v AorTav pepiuvare. 
On the other hand, the text of St. Luke is, as it seems, 
to be preferred where the phraseology is less biblical 
and liturgical than that of St. Matthew; thus where 
he reads 7ovs kdpaxas, 6 Oeds (for O TATHP Uuwy O Ovp.), 
ra kpiva (without Tov arypov) and éy ayp@ Tov xopTov 
(for r. x. T. aypéuv), in the omission of o ovpavios 
(with arzjp), in the expression ra €Ovn Tov Kdocmou 
(r.koou, is unnecessary in the language of the 
Bible), in the omission of rpérov and thy dixatoovyny. 
Ipérov indeed is wanting in some authorities for the 
text of St. Matthew, and dicacocvvy as an element in 
the gospel proclamation of the synoptists is found 
only in St. Matthew. And yet 7a rerewa Tov ovpavob 
is perhaps to be preferred to rovs xépaxas, for St. Luke 










THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


xpression also in the parable of the Mustard 
fe mfra) and in ix. 58. He may have pre- 
use a more specific word in this passage, 
of the specific word (ra xpiva) which follows. 
oowou may also have been added by St. Luke. 







St. Matt. vii. 1: My 
KpiveTe, Wa jay coOnre. 
(2) & ® yap Kpiuart 
Kpivere kpiOnoerOe, Kal év 
@ MET PWD METPELTE [LET PN- 
Onoera vuiv. (3) ti de 
Prerers TO Kapapos TO év 
TO oparne TOU adeA pod 
gov, Tyy d€ ev TO oO 
opOaru@ doxov ov Kara- 
voeis ; (4) was epeis TH 
BAPY cou" aes éxBarw 
TO Kappos éx Too opOan- 
M00 cou, Kat (dou 7 SoKos 
€v TH opbadrue cov; (5) 
vrokpiTa, & Bare mpwrov 
ex TOU OPOarmod cou THY 
dokdy, kat TOT OiaBAEvers 
éxBarelv TO Kappos ex Too 
opOarmov Tot adedpot + 


gov... (7) atreire, Kat 


SoOjcerat viv: Cnreire, 
Kat evpnoere’ KpoveTe Kal 
. : 
avouyijorerau UMiV. (8) was 


yap 6 airav AayBaver, Kat 


St. Luke vi. 37, 38, 41, 
42; xi. 9-13; vi. 31. 
kat ov stands for wa. 
ev @ 5 A xpOjnoer Oe Kal 
wanting ; the thought is 
developed in a quite dif- 
ferent way. év wanting. 


avTimeT pn Ojrerat 


Thy O€ OoK, THY ev T, 
idio dd. 

mas (Without 4) ddvaca 
Aeyew aWerGE, aces 
TO Kappos TO ev T. “on 
cou QUTOS T. év T. 0 
Dare o. doxov ov } Bddreov; 


go 
OoKov ek T. op). oou 


T. Kappos TO év 
T. op. cs aden. wou 
exB, 


avorxOjoerat ? 
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e a er? 4 a 
oO Curréey a ead, Kal TH 
(9) 


Una ay- 


Kpovovre dvouyiirerau. 
y tis eoTw && 
Opwros, Ov airice 6 yios 
avTov aprov, jy diOov 
éemowoer adTo ; (10) 4 Kat 
9 \ bee 2 \ 4 
tyOuv atria, py opw 
? , Ped + 4 
erriowoe: avTo ; (11) & ovv 
Upeis Tovnpot bytes oldaTe 
, ° ‘ , 
[Sonata] ayaba diddvat 
Tois TEKVOIS UMoY, TOTw 
~ € A € “A € 
MadAov 0 TaTHP UUeV O 
év ois ovpavois déce 
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, NES e 
TIVA O€ e& UL. T. 
, ’ A 
TATEPa alTHTEL O vos 
3 4) 7 st ° Aan: (4) ‘¢ wy 
tx Guy, wy avti tyOvos og 
°’ SaaS, , \ A 
WT éTiUOwres Kat aiz}- 
Re A 2 , ’ Lal 
Tel OV, AN ETLOWTEL auvTw 
rf 
oKOpTLOV ; 
e , yx 
umapxovtes for ovres 


vue wanting. 5 é& 
ovpavou 


vm 4 ue , 
mvevma dytov for ayaba 


° \ “ 9 lal b) , 

ayaba TOLS ALTOVGLY AUVTOV 5 
4 

Kal 


(12) TavTa ovv boa éav 
Oernte va Toiwow viv 
of avOpwrot, oUTws Kal Ujmels ’ 
TOlITE AVTOLS* OVTOS yap 
€oTLY O VOMOS Kat ot 7 po- 
pyra. 


Kabws Oédere 
oUTWwS Kal Uuers OM. 
e€ a b) a 
perhaps opoiws after avrois. 
OUTOSe ce mpopyrat 
wanting. 


Here again we see at once that in matters of style 
Q is represented more closely by St. Matthew; this 
is very plain, CB in the case of tva > kat ov, of TavTa 
ovv dca éeav > kat caOws, and of gvtes > Undpxovres 
(vrapxew is a favourite word with St. Luke). ’Ev 6 
yap kpiuart kpivere kpOjoec Oe must be judged original ; 
the parallelism with what follows was disturbed by St. 
Luke, because he inserted clauses parallel to wy Kpivere 
(viz. Kal mn KaradiKcatere Kat ov My Karadicac Oijre: 
aroNveTe, Kat amoAvOncecOe* didoTe, Kat doOjrerat 
Uuiv? mer pov KaAov emer MEvov TET arEuMEvoY UTEpEKXuV- 
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vouevoy dbrovow eis TOV KOATOV Um@y, perhaps derived 
from a Q which varied from the Q of St. Matthew). 
’AdeAgé is certainly interpolated by St. Luke; the 
vocative is wanting in St. Matthew and St. Mark—on 
the other hand it is very frequent in the Acts; the 
vocative singular occurs also in Acts xxi. 20. The 
Lukan variant to St. Matt. vii. 9, 10 (“egg ” and “ scor- 
pion” for “loaf” and “stone,” and in reverse order) is 
problematical. The text of St. Matthew has a more 
natural sound; St. Luke is perhaps influenced by a 
Greek proverb or he possessed another recension of Q. 
He manifestly improves the text by replacing avO pwrrog 
and 6 vidos avrot by “father” and “son” (the text 
which Wellhausen prefers is scarcely the right one; 
tis comes from St. Matthew). A serious alteration 
in the sense is effected by St. Luke’s substitution of 
mvevua dyiov for ayaa, his preference for this con- 
ception is well known. 

The text of St. Matthew is subject to objection in 
only two passages. He has replaced 6 marno 6 é&& 
ovpavod (vide St. Luke xi. 16) by his usual phrase, 
Oo TaTNp tuav 6 év Tois ovpavois, and in accordance 
with his own purpose and aim he has added to the 
“Golden Rule” the sentence: «For this is the Law 
and the Prophets.” 


St. Matt. viii, 19: «at St. Luke ix. 57_60. 7 po- 
mporeAOwy eis ypaumatedrs cer0, els ypaum. om, elrév 
eimev avT@: diwWdcKare, TIS mpos avtdv didaoKade 
axoAovOicw cor drov éay om, 
amépxn. (20) kat Aéryet 

ata 


> 

el Trev 
€ 2 | ~ A ¢ ] , 

avTm o 'lycous' at ado- 
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A +e A 
mexes PwAcous EXovow Kal 
Ta WeTewa TOV ovpavov 
KaTacknvwcels, 0 O€ vLOS 
Tov avOpwrov ovK éxet Tov 
Thy Kearny KAivy. (21) 
4 Oe A (4) iN 4 Oc x oe ee 
€tepos de Tav paOnTay  elmev € TOs ETEPOV* Ako- 
eirev avTw@* KUpte, EmiTpée- DAovOe por. 6 de elmer? 
ov mou mpa@rov aed Oeiv kupte om. ameA- 
kat Para Tov ratépa pov. Ody7i(=Ta) without cai 
(22) 6 de “Incots Aéyer  etrev dé avt@ (withouto’I.) 


avr’ axoAovOe pot, Kal aKoA.... Kalom, — add, 
aes tous vexpors Barra av dé aredOwy diayyeAre 
TOUS EQVTHY vEKpoUS, thy BaciWelav tod Oeot 


post vekpous. 


The Lukan text (corresponding to St. Matt. 
viii. 21-22) is certainly clearer and so far better, 
but it is scarcely original. As the text runs in 
St. Matthew, it would have absolutely compelled a 
thoughtful writer to begin the passage with the com- 
mand of Jesus, dkoAov0er wot, But the els ypaupa- 
revs of St. Matthew must be omitted (St. Matthew, 
verse 21 of itself shows that it is a thoughtless 
interpolation ; Blass indeed strikes it out of the text, 
but on insufficient grounds). We must also omit 
Tov pabntav, as well as the two vocatives of respect 
in verses 19 and 21, and 6 ’Incove in verse 22. The 
historic present of St. Matthew is to be retained ; 
St. Luke has altered it almost everywhere (also zpos 
with accusative in place of the simple dative, as well 
as the participle in place of the infinitive or the finite 
verb belong to his style).—The concluding addition 
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in St. Luke can scarcely have stood in Q, for (1) 
dvaryryéAXewy occurs again in the New Testament only 
in Acts xxi. 26 (also in Rom. ix. 17 in a quotation 
from the LX X); (2) the dkoXover wor which is antici- 
pated in St. Luke required a substitute, which 
naturally had to be more emphatic than the simple 
axoAovGeiy. 


St. Matt. ix. 37: rére St. Luke x. 2, 
Aéyet Toie maOyTais avrod: édevyev Oe 7 pos auTous 
0 mev Oepicmos mous, of 
dé épyarat oXlyou' (38) 
dejOnte odv Tob kuptov 
TOU Oepicmod Srrws ex Bary épyaras éx«Bary 
épyaras eis Tov Oepiomov 
avTou, 


The introduction in Q ran simply: Aéyer avrois or 
Tois palyrais aitov,—St. Matthew gives the original 
order é&B. éoy.—rére is often inserted by St. 
Matthew. 


St. Matt. x. 10°: aioe St. Luke x. 7, 
Yap 6 épyarns Tis Tpopis TOU picOoo 
avToo, 


The labourer is worthy not only of his food, 
but also—so thinks St. Luke — of his hire; the 
original lies in St. Matthew. Seeing, however, 
how short the saying is, it must remain question- 
able whether we are justified in assigning it to the 
source, 
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St. Matt. x. 15: duyyv St. Luke x. 12. duyv om, 
eyo vpiv* aveKTOTEPOV Lodomors ev TH nuepa exergy 
gorat yy Lodouwy cat o- avexrdorepov érrat, 
pOppwv ev nuépa Kpiccws 7 
Th TOAe ekelvy. 


The order of the words is changed by St. Luke.— 
The words év T. jp. ék. are not quite certain either in 
wording or position, yet they must not be struck 
out, seeing that they correspond to the words of 
St. Matthew, while they are not interpolated from 
that gospel. We cannot determine whether Q had 
év nucpa Kpicews (so four times in St. Matthew, 
wanting in the other evangelists), or év Ty juépa 
éxeivy (sO, viz. in the sense of the Day of Judgment, 
twice in St. Luke, twice in St. Matthew, once in 
St. Mark). Perhaps the source read simply “ in the 
Day.” It is difficult to decide between yy 2. «. I’. 
or simply Zodcuors. The former is the more prob- 
able, as v7 = “land,” never occurs in St. Luke’s gospel, 
and in the Acts only in the speech of St. Stephen. 


St. Matt. x. 16%: @Sov St. Luke x. 3. uayere 
ey arocTéAAw vuas ws add. ante (ov, eyo om. 
mpdBara év pérw Nikwv. —&pvas. 


UTAYETE is an addition of St. Luke in order to con- 
nect verse 8 with verse 2.—éyw is often struck out 
by St. Luke; the original word was pé8ara (apvas 
is more refined). For the rest, the remarks made 
upon St. Matt. x. 10” apply here also. It is 
questionable whether the saying belongs to Q. 
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St. Matt. x. 26: ovdév 
yap €oTlW KexaXuupevov 
& ovk amoxadupOycerau, 
Kal KpurTov O ov yvoc O7- 
oeTau. 


OF JESUS 
St. Luke xii. 2, dé for 
yap ouryKeK AAU MLEVOY 


St. Luke prefers composite words, and substitutes 


them for simple words. 


St. Matt. xi. 3: od ef 
0 €pxomevos,7 eTepov ™poo- 
Oox@mer ; (4) Kat aToK pl 
A > wn 
Geis 6 ’Incots etre adbroic: 
mopevOevres amayyelAare 
| U a2 , A , 
warn a akovere Kat BAé- 
mete’ (5) TupAot avaBre- 
moval Kal Xwrol TeplTa- 
lal A , 
Tovaw, AeTpot KabapiCov- 
Tal Kat Kwpol akovovaery, 
Kat verpot éyelpovrat Kat 
TTWXOL eVaryyeiCovrat: 
(6) kai maxapios éotw bs 
nN MM yey) ? , 
dv un oxavdadic Oy év éuol. 
(V)rovtwr dé TO PEvOMevey 
ypEato 6 ’Inoovs Aéryew 
Tois OxAOLS Tepl ’Twavvous 
fe 5) , ) Ms 4 
Tl e&OaTe els THY EOnmov 
OcacacOat; Kadamov vrs 
9 , , 
aveuwou gadevouevoy; (8) 
aAAa ti e&MOare iSetv ; 
avOpwmrov év —waAaxots 
> , ° A € A 
nugiecpméevoy ; idov of Ta 
waraxa opoivres év Tois 


St. Luke vii. 20, 22-98; 
xvi. 16. aAXov 


e 
6 “Inc. om. 
cA 
evTate ? 
a A 
& eideTe Kal yxovoate 


Kat om. 


kat om. 


4 
Kat om. kat om. 


ameNOdvrwy Os fr. ayye- 
Awv ’Iwavy, npé. 6 
"Ino. om. TPs. T. xr. 


(uariow add. 
of é€v fuariouo evddEw Kat 
Tpvpyn vmrapxovres [did- 


* 
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otkors THY Baciiéwr. (9) 
ara ri e&jOare ; mpo- 
, 3 . A , € an 
pryrny ieiv; vat Néyw vuiv, 
Kal TEeplTTOTEPOV 7 popy- 
ne PE) ry 
tov. (10) ovros extiv rept 
of yéyparra: dov éyw 
° , bs BA 
atogTeAXw TOV ayye- 
ov mov po 7 pocemov 
gov, Os KaTacKevacel 
THY 600V Gov eum poo- 
Oév cov. (11) any eyo 
Umiy, eyiryepTau ev 
yevynrois yuvaucay melCoov 
"Iwavvov’ Tov Bamriorob: 
6 0& puKpoTepos ev TH 
Bacirela THY ovpavev [el- 
% 5 nm ? ’ A 
Cwv avrov éoriv, (12) azo 
dé TaY MEpav 
a ee: as 
Tov BamricToU ews apTt 
n Bacirela Tov ovpaver 
, 4 Nt 
PraCerat, kat = Bracrat 
dpmaCovew avTyv. (18) 
mayres yap ot mpopnrat 
kat 6 vouos &ws ’Iwavvou 
er popijreveay. 


ovuK 


’Lwavvou 
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yovres ?] év Tots Bacireiors 
elotv. ideiv; 
mpopiytny,; 


Ruy 
eyo om. 


auny om. 


, ? , 
peiCoy ev very, yur. Iwar. 
> , > 
(om. 7. Barr.) ovdels eat 


tov Oeov 


vers. 12 and 13 are in re- 
verse order; ver. 12 runs: 
9 \ , ¢€ [; lal 
aro TOTe 7 Baciiela TOU 
Deod evayyeNiCeT au, Kal mas 
2) ? A , 

els aUTHY BiaCerau. 

6 vouos K. of mpod. Méexpt 


? , 
eTpodiytevoay om. 


In the majority of cases there is no need of proof 
that here St. Luke’s recension is everywhere secondary 


(for the omission of éyo, of. St. Matt. x. 16 ; 
ayy, cf. St. Matt. x. 15); 


of 
accordingly St. Matthew’s 


recension is to be preferred in the neutral cases (with 


the exception of 6 Incots occurring twice). 


Ta 


i6 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


padaxa opovvres is an awkward expression which 
offended St. Luke’s sense of style ; Tpud7 is a word 
which is wanting elsewhere in the gospels, and there- 
fore is most probably to be ascribed to St. Luke. 
The present in verse 4 is changed by St. Luke into 
the more correct aorist. Ovx eyiyyeprat sounded to 
him too un-Hellenic. His rod @eod in the place of 
T@y ovpavey may alone be original. What St. 
Matthew (Q) reads in verses 12 and 13 was as difficult 
for him to understand as for us. It is certain that 
St. Matthew, in distinction from St. Luke, has in the 
main preserved the original version—note particularly 
ews &pTt,—because evaryyediCeo Bau is a favourite word 
with St. Luke. Also the unusual order of of 
mpopira Kat 6 vomos is original; way eds avTyy 
Biaera is an attempt to explain the words of St. 
Matthew (Q). Are we then to suppose that St. Luke, 
who here everywhere shows himself to be less original 
than St. Matthew, is right in placing verse 13 before 
verse 12, and in inferring “continued unto” (in his 
rendering “the Law and the Prophets unto John ») 
for “prophesied unto”? It is in his favour that his 
order of the sentences is more natural than that of 
St. Matthew. But does this decide the question ? 


St. Matt. xi. 16: rin dé 
OMolwowW THY yeveay Tav- 
THY; Omola erty Tatdlots 
KaOnuevors ev Taig ayopais, 
ad toorhwvoivra Trois éré- 
pos (17) A€youaw: nbAy- 

A 


n~ > 
camev vpiy Kat  ovK 


St. Luke vii. 31-35; 
x. 18-15, 21, 22. oy (£. 88) 
Tous avOpérrous T. yeveas 

, 4 ‘) SEIN ia 
TOUTS Kal Tit eioly Opotot; 
Smotol eicw raid. Tots ev 
ayop. KaOnu. Kat Tporpw- 
vovcw aAArjAots AéyourTes: 
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epxioas Be eOonjcamev 
kat ovK ecoxpar be, (18) 
HA Oev yap ‘Loavons mapre 
éobiwy pnte rivwv, Kal 
Aéyouciv: dayudnoy exe, 
(19) 7A@ev 6 vios Tov av- 
Opwrov écOiwv Kai river, 
kal Aéyouow idov avOpw- 
Tos payos Kal olvoToTns, 
Terwvav didos Kat apap- 
TWABY. eduxaiwOn 77 
copia amo Tay [épywv? 
Texvov ?] aris. 

(at) ovai col, Xop a- 
Geir, oval ool, BrOaidir 
OTL et ev Tepe Kal Dweve 
eryevovro at duvamers at 
yevopevatt év uucy, madat 
dy év cakkw Kat o700@ 
perevonaay. (22) aAnV 
Aeyo v uty, Tipe Kal LOVE 
avert Orepov éorat ev mE pd 
Kpicews  Upiv. (23) Kau 
ov, Kaapvaovu, un ews 
ovpavot whwbijon ; ewe adov 
KaraBnon. .. « 

(25) év éxelyw TO Karp 
arroxpieis 0 Tncots ei7rev* 
eEopororyoujat COL, marep, 
Kdpte Tov ovpavov Kal THs 
vis, Ort éxpurvas TAUTO. 
aro copa Kal GUVETOY, 


NN 
Kat 
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exAavoare 
eAjrvbev  ’Iwavy, [6 Bar- 


, , + 5y4 
Tistns| pnte écOwy apTov 
, 5 
PTE Tivwy oivov Ne- 


yeTe €AnAvOev 
AéyeTe 
gi A. TEA. 


, A 
TAVTWY TWY 
, Rie 
TEKVWY AUTNS, 


éyenijOnoav 


KaOnuevot weTevoncay 
Aéyw vuiy om. 
(év Th 
, 
kptoet) 


” - 
EWS TOU 


karaBiBac Ojon 
ev auTy TH dpa nyan- 
NacaTo TH mvevwaTt TH 
ayiy Kal elev 


améxpuvas 


B 
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QA 9 , o \ 
Kal amrexadvvas auvTa 
, i e , 
vyriow* (26) vat, 6 raTHp, 
4 ce >) la 9 tA 
STL oUTws evdoKia éyévero 
, {f 
éumpoo Ger cov. (27) ravtra 
la e€ i lal 
wot mapeddOn bro Tov 
, QA b) A ’ 
TAT POS Mov, Kal OVdEls ézrt- 
, A e\ 9 A € 4 , > e eX 
ywooKker Tov vioy e& mn O yivwoKel, Tis oT 6 vids 
ONAN A Vd 4 ‘ > e€ 4 
TAaTHP, ovde TOY TaTEépA . . . Kal Tis éoTW 6 TATHP 
7 ° 4 € \ ° A ® , 
Tis ETIywdcKel ef un 6 vids et uy (without ywooxer) 
\ &@ aN t e eN 
Kal @ éav Bovdrntat 6 vids 
o / 
amtroxadwr;at. 


St. Matt. xi. 16: The introduction is, as usual, 
more or less transformed by St. Luke. The inter- 
polation of of dvOpw7o is an improvement in style 
though it is somewhat pedantic, but cal tim eioly 
duowot or rather cat tim éoriv 6mota, may have come 
from Q. Parallismus membrorum is frequent in Q; 
St. Matthew has often destroyed it from a desire for 
brevity. However, in what follows we can clearly 
discern St. Luke’s polishing hand, and that in spite 
of his Neyovres. Kaew is substituted by St. Luke 
for kémrecOa, he is fond of the former word (used 
by him eleven times, by St. Matthew only twice, in- 
cluding a quotation from the LXX). ’EA/A\vOev 
(twice) for 7 Oev is an improvement from the historical 
standpoint of St. Luke, but he has thus thrown doubt 
upon the saying as a genuine utterance of our Lord 
(see Wellhausen on this passage). ”A prov and otvoy 
are evidently interpolations, and moreover pedantic 
(for, as a matter of fact, « eating and drinking” 
signifies “eating bread and drinking wine ”); like- 
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wise Aéyere in St. Luke is a natural correction for 
the indefinite A\¢éyovow in St. Matthew.—7ayrwy must 
be regarded as belonging to the text of St. Luke, it 
is indeed a favourite word of his; but for this very 
reason we are justified in not assigning it to Q. 
Téxveoy is the only intelligible reading; épywv is a 
variant which gives a sense most difficult to interpret, 
and which besides has only found its way into a part 
of the authorities for the text of St. Matthew. <A 
thoughtless scribe was probably led by éd:caéOy to 
think of goya.—éyemOyoav, like the addition of 
kaOnuevot, is a stylistic improvement (so also the too 
before ovpavov).—The two words xaréBycay and kate- 
BiBaCoy occur in Ezek. xxxi. 16, 17; St. Luke pre- 
ferred the latter form, perhaps because of its rhythmic 
likeness to ww6ijoy. I have given the passage, 
xi. 25-27 (St. Luke x. 21-22), in the form which 
must be adopted on the evidence of the manuscripts. 
But judging from the exceptionally numerous and 
ancient quotations of this passage, we may conclude 
with great probability that, on account of the import- 
ance of its subject-matter, already at a very early date 
it had experienced serious correction, and, moreover, 
(1) that both in St. Matthew and St. Luke wou was 
originally wanting after ratpds, (2) that the original 
reading in St. Luke was @yyw (not ywooxer),’ (3) 
that the words roy vioy ef my 6 maTnp, ovdd (and Tes 


1”"Eyvw is found, for instance, in quotations by Justin. ‘‘ Apol.” i. 
63 (bis); ‘‘Iren.” i. 20, 3 (Markosians); ‘‘Tertull. adv. Marc.” 
ii, 27; Euseb. “ Demonstr.” v. 1; Euseb. ‘‘Eclog.” i, 12; Euseb, 
** Hist. Eccl.” i, 2, 2; Euseb. “Eccl, Theol.” i. 12; ‘ Dial. de 
recta fide,” i. p. 44, ed. van de Sande; Clem. “‘ Hom,” 17, 4; 18, 
4, 11, 18, 20. 
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értywéoxet) were perhaps originally wanting in St. 
Matthew (the corresponding words were certainly 
wanting in St. Luke).—év avry ty &pq@ is a specifically 
Lukan expression (occurring with him six times, never 
in St. Matthew); on the other hand, éy éxeiyw To 
caip@ is only found in St. Matthew (twice again), 
and most probably comes from Q.—jyad\iacato TO 
mvevpatt T. ay. is Lukan; this does not need to be 
proved for tr. wv. T. ay., while dyaAXav is used by 
him four times (gospel and Acts), and ayadAlaots 
three times; it is wanting in St. Mark, and is found 
once in St. Matthew in the formal phrase: yalpere 
kat ayiadd\raobe.—aréxpuyas is used by St. Luke 
for ékpuvas in accordance with his preference for 
compound words (vide supra on St. Matt. x. 26). 
Perhaps St. Matthew had already changed the very 
important aorist éyyw into the present (as if a time- 
less knowledge were intended), and this present was 
then also taken up into the text of St. Luke. 
"Evyweoxev can scarcely be more original than 
ywaokev, With St. Luke’s substitution of rh 6 
matno for tov marépa, compare St. Luke vy. 21; 
vii. 49; viii. 25; ix. 9. 

The text of St. Matthew is thus, apart from the 
present tense referred to, the more authentic. Except 
the omission in verse 16, the only alterations we may 
perhaps assign to this Evangelist are found in the 
solemn Aéyw vuiv, in the addition of amoxpiels 6 
’Incots to the introduction to verse 25, and in 
juépa xpioews. In place of the last expression the 


source had perhaps év ty kpice (see St. Matt. xii. 
41, 42). 
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St. Matt. xii. 27: kal 
3 9 4 ’ 
a eyw ev BeedCeBovr 
a , \ , e 
exBarAw Ta datmovia, ot 
Sl) @, A 9 , ) ’ 
viol uua@v ev Tin exBadr- 
\ rd 
Novew; dla TovUTO avTOL 
No A A 
KplTat écovTat vuav. (28) 
9 Oc >) , tot) A 
el de ev TvevmaTt Oeov éeyw 
’ t 
éxBarw Ta daudva, dpa 
epbacer ed’ tmas 4 Bact- 
Aelia Tov Oeov. . . . (80) 
q UA 
O My ov met’ emou Kar’ 
éu“ou eoTl, Kat O yn cUVA- 
yov eT emov oKop- 
mice. . . « (32) Kat ds 
oN a , ‘ ~ 
éav eimy Oyov KaTa TOU 
cn an , 3 , 
viov Tov avOparrou, apeOy- 
Saray ipnaesy 7 
cera alto’ os 0’ av elm 
® aA a 
KaTa TOU TVEvMaTOS TOU 
e. p) 9 , 
ayiov, ovx adeOjoerat 
QUT® OvTE &v TOUTH TH 
wa: a+ 9 A ls 1 
al@vi oUTE Ev TH MEAXOYTL. 
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Luke xi. 19, 20, 23; 
xii. 10. ef dé 


Ul. Kp. 60. 
daxTvAw (f. mvevmare) 
éyw om. 


Kal 7as 
Os épel eis (f. kara) 


rite, cee 
Prac pnuncavte 


oure ... MeA- 
AovTt om. 


éyw is omitted by St. Luke (as in St. Matt. x. 16; 
xi. 10, and elsewhere), and the customary order of 
words is restored. ‘The Lukan reading daxtvA@ seems 
at first sight the more original, but this is scarcely 


so. 


In spite of his liking for zvevma, St. Luke 


substitutes the Biblical expression (Exod. viii. 19; 


1 The Beelzebub pericope stood in Q as well as in St. Mark, but 
the text printed above is all that we can with certainty assign to Q, 
besides isolated words from the introduction—édaimovifouevos, xwpds, 
Rarely, of 8xAou (perhaps also éélcravro), and épyuobra: from St. 
Matthew verse 25 (St, Luke verse 17). 
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xxxi. 18; Deut. ix. 10; Ps. viii. 4); he takes no 
offence at certain anthropomorphic phrases which 
have Biblical authority—vide i. 51: Bpayiwy Oeod, 
i. 66: xetp Kuptou, i. 73: Spxos Tov Beov, The solemn 
concluding phrase of verse $2 (a verse which St. Luke 
has corrected in regard to style) may be an inter- 


polation by St. Matthew. 


St. Matt. xii. 38: rote 
arexplOncav ato Twes 
TOV Palmar éewy Kal Papi- 
caiwy NéyouTes: SidarKare, 
OéXomev Gro cov onpetov 
ieiv: (39) 6 dé arroxpiets 
elev avtois* yevea Trovnpa 
Kal MoLXaArts onelov émt- 
Cnret, Kat onuelov ov do0%- 
TETAL AUT] €l Ln TO TNMELOV 
’Tlwva Tob mpopyrov. .. . 
(41) avd pes Nuvevetrau 
9 , 2 ca , 
avacTITOVTaL ev TH Kpicet 

\ ~ la , 4A 
MeTa THs yeveas TAVTNS Kat 
KaTaKpwovcw avryv, St 


peTEvONTay Els TO KnPUYy Ma | 


"Twva, Kat idov mrélov 
"Twa dde. (42) Bacitiooa 
votou éyepOnoera ev TH 
Kpioet META Tig ryeveas 
TavTys = Kal kaTakpuvet 
he cig? e o ? “ 
avTnv, OTe HrAOey ex Tov 
TepaTwv THIS ~Yis akovoat 
A , >; Xr “A \\ 
THY TOPlay ZoAOMOVOS, Kat 
2) A a a 
idov 7Aciov DoAouavos Boe. 


St. Luke xi. 16, 29, 30, 
32, 31. erepor de Telpa- 
Corres ONMELoV e& ovpavou 
eC ouy map’ avTou 


npéato Aéyerv 4) ryevea 
airy yevea Tovnoa eorw* 
onpLetov Cure 

om. Tov mpodpiyrov add. 
Kabws yap éyévero ’lwvas 
trois Nuveveiras THMELOV, 
oUTws oral Kat 6 vios TOU 
avOparrov ™ yeven TAVTN. 


TOV avd par T. Yev. TAVT, 


’ , 
QUTOUS 
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Either the verses 41 and 42 have been reversed in 
order by St. Luke, or what is more probable, verse 41 
was originally wanting in the Lukan text (vide infra). 

The introduction is transformed by both evan- 
gelists. The scribes and Pharisees, and the vocative 
didackade, are peculiar to St. Matthew; the original 
introduction probably ran somewhat as follows :— 
(they said): OéAouev azo cod onpetoy idetv. In St. 
Luke the correcting hand of the stylist is here 
clearly traced ; likewise 7 yevea x7A. is a stylistic im- 
provement. Again, jovyaXis is elsewhere avoided by 
St. Luke as a vulgar word. Here also, contrary 
to his usual practice (see, however, St. Matt. xi. 27), 
he replaces the compound verb by the simple Cite, 
because he appreciates the special meaning of the 
compound.—The respectful affix rod Tpogirov, was 
most probably added by St. Matthew.—rov dvdpav 
is inserted by St. Luke; compare a similar insertion 
in St. Matt. xi. 16. c 

The words xaOws yap... 7H yevea TavTy in St. 
Luke are original (read, however, oomep for cabeds) ; 
St. Matthew has replaced them, or rather interpreted 
them as referring to the Descent into Hades, by 
verse 40: wdo7rep yap iv "Iwvas ev ty Kowa TOD KyTous 
TpEis nMepas Kat Tpels WKTAas, OUTWS ~rTaAL O vids TOU 
avOpdrou év Ty Kapdia THs yiis Tpeis yuépas Kal Tpeis 
vu«ras, a clause which would never have been omitted 
by St. Luke if he had read it in his source. In Q 
the onuetoy for the Ninevites lay simply in the preach- 
ing of Jonah (in disagreement with Wellhausen), that 
is, simply in the fact that a prophet had come to 
them.—The transposition of the two verses in St. 
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Luke can only be due to an ancient error of a scribe, 
unless with codex D and Blass we regard St. Matthew 
verse 41 = St. Luke verse 32, as an interpolation in 
the Lukan text. This is the more probable, in that 
here tis yeveas Tavrys is not changed into Tay avdpav 
Ths yeveas tTav’tns, The verse, however, certainly 
stood in Q. The azoxpiOels of verse 39 is in the 
style of St. Matthew. 


St. Matt. xii. 43: drav St. Luke xi. 24-26. dé 
dé TO axaBaprov mvejua om. 
e£€hOn amo TOU avOparrov, 
OvepxXeTat ov avd pwv TOTwy 
an 9 [4 Q ’ a 
NTOUV avaTavaL, Kal ovX bn 
evpioxet. (44) Tore A€yer’ edploxov Aéryet 
el TOV OfKOVY jou émic- UTOTTP. Elf T. Ole ML, 
Tperbw 60ev Ej Oov* Kat 
€\Oov evpioket cTxoAaCovra oxoAaCorra 
[kat] TeTapwuevoy ji Kat [kal] om. 
KEKOT LN LEVOY. (45) TOTE 
mopeveTar Kal Tapa) ap.- 
Baver wel’ éavrotd éwra uel” Eavrov om. eTepa 
TVEVULATA TovnpoTepa éav- vevuL, €av- 
Tov Kal eiceN\OovTa KaTol- Tov émta 
Kel Kel, Kal yiveTar Ta 
éxxata Tov avOpézrov 
, A , 
XElpova TOY TPwTWY, 


Both jun and edpickov are improvements in style, so 
also the changed order of the words in verse 44*, and 
the substitution of vrTortpeyw for emiaT pew (v70- 
orpepev is found in St. Luke [gospel and Acts] 
thirty-three times, never in St. Matthew and St. 
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Mark). The omission of cxoAaQovra is intelligible, 
not so its addition; the same is true of uel’ eavTov. 
"Erepos is found in St. Mark never, in St. Matthew 
nine times, in St. Luke’s gospel thirty-three times ; 
it has accordingly been added here. Tére pr. per- 
haps belongs to St. Matthew. 


St. Matt. xiii. 16: vuov St. Luke x. 23, 24. 
\ 4 (Qe oa \ CaN \ 
de paxapioe of ofOarmot vay de om. 
dri Brérovewy, kai Ta OTA of BrEzrovTes A PAEmeETE 
[suav] Ort dxovovow. (17) Kai Ta . . . akovovow om. 
any yap Aéyw Umiv, OTL anv om. eyo yap 
mo\Aol mpopaTa kal [kau Baorreis] for kat dixacot 
, > , ° - a > , 
Stator émeOvunoay idelv a nOeAnoay 
Brérere kai ovk eiday, kat vmeis BAEr. [kat 
9 
dxovcat & akoveTe, Kal OUK GK, ... 7kovcav om.] 
KOUT AV. 


Here St. Luke begins with a stylistic correction 
and with a pedantic simplification of the thought. 
Blass, following some authorities, is right in omitting 
the last seven words of St. Matthew from the text of 
St. Luke. The “hearing” was already wanting in 
St. Luke’s parallel to verse 16; and if the concluding 
sentence of verse 17 had appeared in St. Luke it 
should have read duets axovere (cf. the immediately 
preceding words of the Lukan text). Evidently St. 
Luke did not like it to be said that the prophets had 
not heard, only that they had not seen. The emphatic 
imei is strange in St. Luke, seeing that this evangelist 
elsewhere is accustomed rather to omit the pleonastic 
personal pronouns of Q; but in this passage he had 
omitted the juay at the beginning, and the vpeis is 


26 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


not pleonastic where he places it.—épujv may possibly 
belong to the source, but may also have been inserted 
by St. Matthew. Kal Baowrels, in spite of its doubt- 
ful textual authority, must be regarded as belonging 
to the Lukan text; for its later addition cannot be 
easily explained, while it is explicable that it should 
have dropped out of the text. If, however, it stood 
in St. Luke, it stood also in Q, and the Stcaror of St. 
Matthew is a correction due to this evangelist, who 
has a special liking for Sccavoodvy. "HOéAncav for 
éreOUuncay is an obvious stylistic improvement (ém- 
Ouueiv occurs only once elsewhere in St. Matthew). 
In Q, therefore, the saying ran essentially as it does 
in St. Matthew, with the exception of dikasoe (and 
perhaps of the auny), Note also the parallelism in 
St. Matthew. 


St. Matt. xiii. 33: St. Luke xiii. 20, 91, 
aAAnv mapaBoAny éXdAy- Kat addAw elrev’ rin 
TeV aUTOIS' Omota éotiy 4 Oholworw TF. Bac. vr, Oeou ; 
Baoiwsia Trav oupavey dpola érrly Coun 
Coun, vy AaBotoa yun 
evéxpurvev ets adevpou cara 
Tpia, ews ob €CumaOn Srov, 

Here, apart from the introduction, all is identical. 
The Lukan introduction seems preferable, as St. Luke 
elsewhere is prone to transform rhetorical questions. 

Commentators rightly point out that most pro- 
bably the parable of the Mustard Seed, which is found 
in St. Matt. xiii. 31-32 =St. Luke xiii. 18-19, side 
by side with the parable of the Leaven, must also be 
assigned to Q, although it is also found in St. Mark 
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(iv. 30-32). Proof:—(1) The two parables are 
closely allied, and it is in itself improbable that 
they were handed down in tradition apart from one 
another; (2) they occur together in St. Matthew and 
St. Luke; (3) the parable of the Mustard Seed has in 
these gospels a form which varies from that of St. 
Mark; (4) this form is akin to that of the parable of 


the Leaven. 


Mark. 

Kat éeyev* TOs 6- 
poudropev THY Ba s- 
deiav TOU Geov 7 ev 
tive avTivy Tapa- 7 
Born Gapev ; ds 
KOKK® owdmrens, és 
orav orapy ert Ths 
vis, jue poTepov ov 
TOVTWV TOV omep- 
pdrov Tov ert THIS 
yijs, kat orav orapy, 
avaBaiver Kat yive- 
Tat petCov wdvTov 
tov Aaxdvey, Kai 
qouel KAdOous peya- 
Aovs, dcr SivacGar 
brd THY TKLGY AVTOD 
TO TETELVA TOU OVPA- 
yoo KaTarKyVvovy. 


The text of 


follows oe e Aevyey ; 


dévdpov Kal TO 
KAadots avToU. 
duction in St. 


Matthew. 

aArAAnv mapaBorAnv 
oa 3 lal {2 
mapeOnkev avtois ré- 
yov opola éartiv 
e fA lal ’ 
n Bacrrcia TOV ov- 
pavav KKK ovvd- 
a A 
mews, Ov AaBav 
avOpwros eomei- 
pev ev TH dypy av- 
Tov? 5 puKpdoTepov 
pe ert = TavTwev 
TOV oTeppatwv, b- 
‘A > a r 
Tav Oe av&nOn pet- 
(ov tav haydvov 
éotlvy Kal yivetas 
Sévdpov, wate ed- 
Ociy Ta meTELVa TOU 
ovpavov Kal KaTa- 
n > lal 
oKnvovv €v Tots 

/ > lal 

KkAabots avTo. 


Luke. 
edeyev odv* tive 6- 
7 > \ € 
poia extiv 4» Bacr- 
4 a aA nN 
Aelia ToD Oeov, Kai 
hs ec 
Tivt Opowwdaow adTHv, 
e , XA 
Op0ba, ETTLY KOKK® 
owdmews, dv da- 
\ ” 4 
Bov dvOpwros é- 
> nw < 
BaXev eis KHrov €- 
Le) \ + 
auTov, Kat nvEN- 
wev kal éyéveTo 
> 0 ees 
ets dévdpov, Kat To. 
TETELVG, TOV ovpa- 
VOU KaTETKHVWOEV ev 
lal 4 3 
Tots KAabots av- 
TOV. 


Q accordingly ran somewhat as 
€ v4 ’ A € , lanl a 
OMoia ecTW 74 BaoiActa rou Oeou 

KOKK® owarrews, ov DaBov avOpwrros & éoreipev (scarcely 

#Badev) ev T! aypy avro', Kat nvenoev Kal yierau (cis) 


qerTewa TOU oupavou KaTaCKyVOL év ‘Trois 

It also seems to me that the intro- 
é Coen , 

Luke is original (tiv 6pota—avriy) ; 
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St. Matthew abbreviates. It is noteworthy that St. 
Luke here shows himself to be independent of St. 
Mark, differing in this point from St. Matthew, and 
also follows a simpler construction than the latter 
evangelist, because he has kept closely to the source. 
On the other hand, the xjzos of St. Luke is scarcely 
original (St. Matt. aypés—St. Mark v7), and the 
historic present of St. Matthew is to be preferred. 
The expression 7a zerewa Tod ovpavov, in com- 
bination with katacknvouv, is also found again in 
St. Matt. viii, 20=St. Luke ix. 58; 7d WETEWA T. 
ovpavod again in St. Matt. vi. 26 (St. Luke has here 
ot kopakes). Keékkos cwvdrews also occurs again in St. 
Matt. xvii. 20=St. Luke xvii. 6; likewise avéaveww, 
omeipev, and the pleonastic AaBdv, are again found 
elsewhere in Q. 


St. Matt.xv. 14: Tupros 


St. Luke vi. 39: prs 
de TupArov  éav oonyn, 


aupdrepor eis BdOuvov 
TET OUVTAL, 


The only difference is in the form, 


duvara tupros ruddy 
odnyeiv; ouxt aupdrepor els 
BoOuvov éurerovvrat : 


which is more 


full of life in St. Luke; but is his version to be re- 


garded as more original on that account? 
very frequent in Q, and St. Luke 
St. Luke has replaced the 


changed it. 


’Eay is 
has very often 
simple 


mecouvrat by the compound, as is often the case. 


St. Matt. xviii. 7: 
> , > e A ¥. 
avaykn éOeiv Ta cray- 
dara, An” oval TO d= 
Boda dt’ 08 TO oxavdadrov 
epxerat, 


St. Luke xvii. 1- avev- 
Sextov éorw Tob Ta OK, 


Q la 
wn 8. [ovat dé] T® 
avOpdrm om. +d oxdy- 
daXov om. 
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The first half of the saying is certainly most 
original in the version of St. Matthew (avayxy is 
found only here in this gospel, while it occurs a few 
times in St. Luke). Also the second half, because 
of the parallelism, is preferable in the form of St. 


Matthew. 

My aa 2 , ea A 
TAY oval Or oval de, 

St. Matt. xxiii. 12: 
e/ \ € , e 4 
doris dé Wrbdboe éavTov 

\ 
TarewwOnoeTal, Kal doris 
, e \ € , 
TaTevecer cavTov vywO7- 
oeTal. 


It is uncertain whether St. Luke wrote 


St. Luke xiv. 11. > 
lal e e ~ 
Tas 0 Wav 
O TaTreWov 


Transformation of the finite verb into the parti- 
ciple is frequent in St. Luke, likewise the substitution 


of was for 89 and éa7T«s. 


Si, Matt. xxiii. 37: 
¢ 
‘TepovoaAju TepovcaAjp, 
4) ATOKTElVOUTa TOUS 7Tp0- 
gyras Kat AWoBorovca 
Af 
TOUS ATETTAAMEVOUS TPOS 
> , , ’ la ed 
avrny, Torakts nOéAnTa ETI- 
n A 
guvayayeiy Ta TEVA cOU, 
, 
Ov TpOTOY Opus émtTUVA'yEL 
~ A ‘ 
Ta vorata | avths] vTO Tas 
, 4 9 ’ , 
mrépuyas, Kat ovk 70edp- 
A 2 + 
gate. (38) idov adierat 
Yuiv 6 oikos UuaVv Epnuos. 
A a 
(39) Aéyw yap vuiv, ov pH 
Sy Soy a 4 BY + 
pe tOnre ar’ Gott Ews dy ei- 
(2 £. 2 , 
ante’ EeVNOYNLEVOS 0 ENXO- 
a 
mevos €v OvOMATL KUpiou, 


St. Luke xiii. 34, 35. 


err l- 
guvagat 
erriguvaryel om. 
THY EQUTHS vorotay 


éoneos om. 
yap om. [de ?] 
” , ET Fe 
LONTE [LE am’ apTt om. 
4 BY e cf 
éws [dv En OTE] 
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Most of the variants are without significance, and 
yet even here the text of St. Matthew shows itself to 
be the more ancient. The reading ews dy Hen (vel 
éws ij€er) Ste is very peculiar, and little germane to 
the style of St. Luke. If we could accept Well- 
hausen’s conjecture that re represents the Aramaic 
relative (és cui), and that the real subject is the 
Messiah, then this reading would necessarily be the 
more original; but the thought: « Ye will not see 
Me until He comes, to whom ye shall say, Blessed is 
He that cometh, &c.,” is too amazingly circumstantial. 
—In reference to dori, it is to be noted that this word 
is found in the gospels only in St. Matthew and St. John 
(az7’ Gore again in St. Matt. xxvi. 29, 64, and three times 
in St. John). St. Luke has omitted this vulgar and, 
moreover, pleonastic expression ; in the parallel passage 
to St. Matt. xxvi. 29, he uses amd rod viv (a phrase 
which occurs again four times in the gospel and once 
in the Acts).—On aclerat éonuos Wellhausen re- 
marks: «The destruction of the city is not something 
in the future, it is already destroyed and is to remain 
in ruins. . . . The later commentators shut their eyes 
and think of all sorts of things.” And again on St. 
Luke xiii. 34, 85: “The omission of épnuos is very 
remarkable.” I cannot see why aierat épnsog can- 
not be a prophetic future; and that St. Luke omitted 
éonpos (the word, moreover, is not absolutely certain in 
the text of St. Matthew) because Jerusalem rose again 
from its ruins, is to me questionable. The saying in 
St. Matthew is only a reproduction of the prophecy of 
Jeremiah (xxii. 5): eds Epijuwaw grra 6 ofkos bros, 
But the reproduction—adierar iuiv 6 oikos UMev 
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éonuos—did not sound quite logical, for the idea of 
destruction has to be supplied, and also was not 
good Greek. St. Luke improved this version by 
the omission of éoyuos, St. Matthew read: « Your 
temple will to your disadvantage be left in a con- 
dition of desolation”; St. Luke corrected: “ Your 
temple will to your disadvantage be delivered up 
[left].” The passive adier@a has now the same sense 
as in St. Matt. xxiv. 40 f. =St. Luke xvii. 34 f., where 
it stands in contrast to rapadauPaverOa.—As to the 
question whether this saying is our Lord’s, or is a quota- 
tion used by Him (or put into His mouth), vide infra. 


St. Matt. xxiv. 43: St. Luke xii. 39; 40, 
’Exeivo dé yidoxere, Ort 42-46. ovo (Ef. éxeivo) 
ei joel 6 olkodeamoTns 


Told pudraxy © KAérrns 
EpxeTaty eyprnryopneey dy 
Kal ovK dy elacev dcopux OF- 
vat THY oikiay avTov, (44) 
AN lal | aL a , 

1a TOUTO Kal Upeis yiver De 


doa (f. pudaxy) 
eypnyoonrey av 
kaiom. ovK av adjixer 
TOV olKov 
O.a TOUTO OM. 


éroimot, OTL fj OU doKelTe 
wpa o vios Tov av O pebrrov 
epxeTat. (45) ris dpa erry 
ri) moos dobAos Kat ppo- 
‘yywos, Ov KaTérTyTeV O 
KUpLOS éml The olkeTelas 
‘auToU TOU Oovvat avTois 
THY Tpopiy ev Kalpe ; (46) 
maka pros 0 dobAos € exeivos, 
‘Ov CAOwy 6 KUpLos avTou ev- 
pret oUTWS TOLOUYTA. (47) 
auny eyo vuiy OTe emt 


&pa ov doxeire (the whole 
ver. 44 is perhaps an inter- 
polation from St. Matt.) 
oikovomos (f. dovdos) 
KATATTHCEL 
Oepameias (f. oikeretas) 
duddvat avTois om. 
ev KaLP@ TO TLTOMETPLOV 


TOLOUVTA OUTWS 
arnOas (f. aujv) 
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a a € , 
Tasw Tols vrapxovow 
aA b) , 
avTov KaTaoTioe avTor. 


» 4 
(48) éay dé ety 6 Kakds kaos Om. 
dov\os éxeivos év TH Kapdia 
=) fal of e , 
avrov' (49) xpoviGer mov 0 Kup. 
0 KUptos, Kal apenrat TUT- Lov epxer Oa (add. 


Tey TOUS TUVSOVAOUS avTOD, post KUptos) Tous Traidas 
éoOin O€ kat mivy mera TOV Kal Tas raWleKas (fw 
meOudvtwr, (50) Eee 6 cuvdovr, avr.). éaOlew Te 
Kuptos TOU dovdov éxelvov Kat wive Kat meOioxer Oa 
ev Mea Mov TpocdoKka 

Kal €v Gg f] ov rywdoret, 

(51) kat Styoromjoe: adrov 

kal To Hépos ar ob MeTG. ee ‘ 
TwY vToKpiToV Ojcel, amirtwy (Ff. UTOKPLTOV). 


This pericope is particularly instructive in that it 
helps us to recognise the various motives which guided 
St. Luke in his correction of the text handed down to 
him; for almost everywhere the text of St. Matthew, 
when contrasted with that of St. Luke, shows itself 
the more original. On linguistic grounds, St. Luke 
replaces ékeivo by robTo, dodva by diddvat (as in the 
Lord’s Prayer), dv by édn0@s (a proof, moreover, that 
the ayy here—and thus most probably elsewhere, 
where it is wanting in St. Luke—stood in the source ; 
compare also the vai which is found in St. Luke). 
On the same grounds he replaces the forms éo Bin, 
mivy, by the infinitive (at the same time transforming 
the descriptive phrase uera Twy MeOvovTwv); he im- 
proves the order of the words (the unnecessarily 
emphatic positions of wou and éy kato@, and obtws in 
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too unemphatic a position); he drops the superfluous 
words eypnyopnoev dy Kal, dla TovTo, av’rois, and 
kakos, on the other hand he adds épxerOar to 
xpoviCer, because he wishes to express the principal 
verb which is implied in St. Matthew. He replaces 
oixiav by oikos, which is in fact the more appropriate 
word. He takes offence at the vulgar oikere(a, and 
replaces it by the classical Qepa7reia. He changes the 
dovAos, who indeed even in St. Matthew is not an 
ordinary slave but both slave and overseer, into an 
oikovouos, and accordingly the cvvdovAce must also be 
transformed (this word is never found in St. Luke, 
while it occurs again four times in St. Matt. xviii. 
2833). He replaces vroxprrai by amsroi, a word 
which was more current with his readers (vroxpirai 
are much less frequently met with in this gospel 
than in St. Matthew); the colourless tpody gives 
place to ovrouérpioy, certainly a technical term which 
moreover is not met with elsewhere—qvAaky7 to dpa, 
because the thief does not only come during the 
gvAaky, but at any time. Only in the case of the 
substitution of adjxey for ciacev do I find difficulty 
in conjecturing St. Luke’s reason for the change; 
elacev is, however, certainly the original reading, for 
égy is only found here in St. Matthew, while it often 
occurs in St. Luke (ten times in the gospel and Acts). 
Finally, St. Luke has interpolated between verses 44 
and 45 of St. Matthew the words: Kézey de 6 [érpos- 
KULEs mpos nuas THY TapaBoAny TavTnv Neves 7) Kat 
mpos Tavras ; Kat elev 6 kvptos. They interrupt the 
connection of the passage, which shows here only a 
seeming hiatus, and they answer to the style and 
c 
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manner of St. Luke, who lays great weight upon the 
definite address of the discourses. Also KaTATTHC EL 
(instead of xaréorycev) is intended to be an improve- 
ment; it however stands in a certain connection with 
the interpolated question of St. Peter. 

The verse in St. Luke corresponding to St. Matthew, 
verse 44, is perhaps an interpolation from St. Matthew. 
If so, we cannot be sure that it stood in Q. 


St. Matt. xxv. 29: ro St. Luke xix. 26: 
éxovre [ravri] SoOjoerat cravti r. ex. 
Kal mepiccevOnoeTat: Too Kal TEplrg. OM. ATO Oe TOU 
de wn exovros Kat & exer 
apOjoerat amr wrod. amr avTou om. 


Here, in all three places, it is plain that St. Luke 
has improved the text linguistically ; as regards the 
sense, TepiccevOnoeTat was superfluous. 


There are only about thirty-four instances in which 
we have found sometimes strong, sometimes weak, 
grounds for conjecturing that the text of St. Matthew 
is secondary to that of St. Luke, but these instances 
are still further reduced in number when we pass 
judgment upon them in combination. It is, namely, 
(1) by no means certain that the auyv of viii. 10, 
x. 15, xi. 11, and xiii. 17, is an interpolation of St. 
Matthew’s, for in St. Matt. xxiv. 47 St. Luke repre- 
sents it by aya (and in St. Matt. xxiii. 36 by vai); 
it may therefore very well have also occurred in Q in 
the other passages, and St. Luke may have left it un- 
translated, seeing that he avoids un-Hellenic words. 
‘The same may be said (2) of the solemn Aéyw vuiv of 





INVESTIGATION OF THE TEXT = 35 


xi. 22; St. Luke often gives it in his text of Q (vide 
St. Luke x. 12, 24; xi. 51; xv. 7, &c.); it thus stood 
in Q, and it is therefore possible that it was also 
omitted by St. Luke here and there. (3) It cannot 
be proved that St. Matthew in iii. 9 replaced apénoOe 
by dd£yre, and it is quite improbable that he inserted 
eis weravoray in iii. 11. 

In regard to the remaining instances, thirteen affect 
the introductions to the discourses (not the discourses 
themselves), or contain insignificant stylistic altera- 
tions. The discourse, St. Matt. viii. 19 f., is intro- 
duced by the words: cal rpoceAOwv eis ypaupmarers, 
and in the same passage (verse 21) Tov maOnrav" is 
added to érepos, together with the addition of the 
vocatives didackade, xupe. Here also (verse 22), and 
in xi. 4, '7, 6 Incots is inserted, and in xi. 25 a7roxp.Oeis 
6 ’Iycots. The discourse of xii. 38 ff. is introduced 
by the words: rére amexpiOnoay are TWes TOV 
ypaumarewy kat Dapicatwy éyovres, and the dis- 
course of xii. 22 ff. by tore tpocnvéxOn alto datpovt- 
Couevos ; lastly, the parable of xiii. 33 by the words 
aQXAnV mapaBoAny édaAnoev avrois. Tore (a favourite 
particle with St. Matthew, occurring in his gospel 
ninety times, in St. Mark six times, in St. Luke four- 
teen times) is inserted in ix. $7, and perhaps in xii. 44. 
One cannot be quite certain whether in St. Matt. xi. 16 
the words cat rive eioly Smoot are omitted, or whether 
St. Luke has added them. ‘The former alternative is 
probable, because also in the case of St. Matt. xiii. 33, 
St. Luke exceeds St. Matthew in reading the words: 


1 It is questionable whether in St. Matt. ix, 37 rots padnrats avrod 
is an interpolation ; it may also be original. 
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Tim OMolwow THY Bacirelay TOO Oeod ; though he else- 
where shows a dislike for rhetorical questions. In 
xii. 39 rob mpogyrov is added to ’Iwva, and in xii. 22 
the dumb man is both blind and dumb—similar 
amplifications occur in St. Matthew’s treatment of 
the Markan text. 

The group that is now left (about fifteen instances) 
comprise changes made in the actual fabric of the 
discourses themselves. Here we must at once agree 
that St. Matthew has a distinct preference for the 
expression “your (the) Heavenly Father,” or for the 
epithet “Heavenly,” and for the substitution of 
“Heaven” for “God,” of which preference the 
exciting cause does not seem to have been found in 
Q. Thus in vi. 26,6 TATNO UMBV 6 ovpavog is sub- 
stituted for 6 Oeds, in vi. 32, 6 ovpavios is added to 
Oo maTnp vuov, in vii. 11, 6 TaTHO vMeY 6 ev Tois 
ovpavois is written instead of 6 marno 6 && oupavoo, 
and in xi. 11, 7. Bac. ray ovpavay instead of r, Bac, 
T. Oeotv, It is evident that in these cases the text of 
this gospel is secondary, seeing that these terms also 
appear in passages which are not dependent upon Q. 
Again, this evangelist has also a preference for the 
conception dikatos (ducatoovyn), In vi. 33, Kal Thy 
duaoodyyy is certainly an addition—and a by no 
means unimportant one !—and in xiii. 17, the Bacireis 
are certainly more original than the Nkavov. One 
may perhaps discern imitation of sacred Biblical 
phraseology in vi. 26 (ra merewd tod ovpavod for 
Tovs Kopaxas), in vi. 28 (Ta kpiva ‘roo aypod for ra 
kpiva), and in vi. 30 (roy XopTov rob aypod for év 
ayp~ Tov xéprov), yet here we cannot be certain. 
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The expression of St. Luke (xii. 30) ta ey roi 
koomou (in St. Matt. vi. 32, rod xdécmov is wanting), 
which does not occur elsewhere in the New Testament 
nor in the LXX, may be original (an Aramaic 
phrase); St. Matthew may have omitted rod xdéomou 
as superfluous. There remain a few passages of 
greater weight and significance. In vi. 33 St. 
Matthew has inserted zprov, and has thus limited 
the exclusiveness of the command to seek after the 
kingdom of God; in vii. 12 he has added to the 
Golden Rule the words: odros yap éorw 6 vomos Kai 
ot roopyra. He has given a complete twist to the 
passage concerning Jonah, in that he has applied to 
the simile a new tertiwm comparationis (Jonah’s three 
days’ abode in the whale’s belly), and thus has 
interpreted it of our Lord’s abode in Hades; the 
present tense in xi. 27 is probably due to him, as 
well as the conclusion of xii. 32. 

On the whole it may be said St. Matthew has 
treated the discourses with great respect, and has 
edited them in a very conservative spirit. Seeing 
that the more important corrections are so few in 
number, it is absurd to attempt to deduce from them 
the permanent motives which guided the evangelist 
in making them. The alteration in the terms for 
« God,” or for «the Kingdom,” was no correction in 
his eyes; still less perhaps the summary phrase, 
«This is the Law and the Prophets.” ‘Thus, there 
remain only the addition of « Righteousness” and 
“prov,” and the transformation of the “Sign of 


' 1 Qne cannot be sure of Q’s term for the Last Day in St. Matt. 
x, 15 and xi, 22 (de. whether 7 quépa kpioews is original or not). 


. 
. 
| 
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Jonah,” which transformation may have been found 
by him already carried out in his exemplar of Q. 


In contrast with these few instances of correction 
on the part of St. Matthew, we reckon nearly one 
hundred and fifty instances of correction by St. Luke ; 
but these are all, with very few exceptions, of a stylistic 
character. St. Luke’s interest in style manifests itself 
in detail in the most varied directions, and yet it 
remains consistent with itself. Let us here give a 
summary of its most important manifestations :__ 

1. He replaces vulgar expressions by those that 
are more refined, and substitutes more appropriate 
for inappropriate words. 

2. He replaces simple by compound verbs. 

3. He replaces conjunctions by the relative. 

4. He replaces cai with the finite verb by dé (or 
by the participle, or by a final sentence) ; but, on the 
other hand, he also inserts cai when it makes the 
passage run more smoothly. 

5. He improves the arrangement of the words. 

6. He makes a more logical use of tenses and 
numbers, and is fond of participial constructions. 

7. He prunes away superfluous pronouns which 
easily crept into translations from Semitic languages, 
and, moreover, into the language of the common 
people. ‘ 

8. He varies the monotonous use of éav by other 
constructions (dari dy by 7as). 

9. He corrects too great circumstantiality of 


language ; but, on the other hand, he explains obscure 
expressions. 
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10. He reduces the number of rhetorical questions. 

11. He introduces the construction of éyévero 
with the gen. abs. followed by a finite verb. 

12. He multiplies the instances where Av is used 
in construction with the participle. 

Beyond these stylistic motives which have led him 
to make corrections,! no definite bias of any kind 
can be discovered in his treatment of the sections 
which we have considered —with one exception, 
namely, the introduction of the Holy Spirit into 
the passage parallel to St. Matt. vii. 11. The 
omission of the clothing in the passage parallel to 
St. Matt. vi. 28, 31, and the corresponding recasting 
of the words, is a somewhat drastic change, but in 
so far as it displays bias, the bias is very innocent. 
When he replaces « bread and stone” by “egg and 
scorpion,” he may be dependent upon another tradi- 
tional form of the saying which was _ perhaps 
influenced by a current proverb (vide supra on St. 
Matt. vii. 9). He has indulged in a fairly long 
interpolation in the words: ot dé dmehOwv duaryyeAe 
tiv Bacirelay Tod Oecod (ix. 60, of St. Matt. vill. 22); 
but the interpolation is, so to speak, neutral in char- 
acter. Again, in order to give greater liveliness of 
form, he interpolates into the discourse of St. Matt. 
xxiv. 43 ff, after verse 44, the words: eizev de 6 
IIérpos xipre mpos juas Tv TapaBohyy TavTHY 
Aéryers i) Kat Tpos mavras; Kat elev 6 Kuptos, Lastly, 
he has ventured to give some sort of a para- 
phrase of the saying of St. Matt. xi. 12, which was 


1 Also the omission of gpyuos is probably to be explained from 
motives of style (vide supra on St. Matt, xxiii. 38). 
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evidently unintelligible even to himself, in his balder 
version: a0 TOTEe % Bactrela Tod Pcob vayyeNiCera, 
Kal was ele auTay PraCerat. 

If we neglect these few instances, in which indeed 
it is possible that another text of Q than that used 
by St. Matthew may have lain before St. Luke, then 
we may say that in regard to the rest of the text 
(that is, the text as a whole), one and the same text lies 
behind St. Luke and St. Matthew. It further follows 
that the connection between these two gospels, of 
which neither is the source of the other, must be a 
literary connection—i.e. the dependence of each upon 
common oral sources is not a sufficient explanation. 

Having gained this firm standpoint, we now pro- 
ceed to the investigation of those sections common 
to St. Matthew and St. Luke in which the differences 
are greater. 


II 


St. Matt. iii. ‘7: 23dy St. Luke iii. 7: édevev 
dé ToAXOvs TeV Dapicatwy oe [ody ?| Trois ek 70 pevo- 
kat Daddovkatwy Epxo- mevorg dxro1s Barris Ojvae 
Meévous ert TO Barricua da’ [evdzrov] avTou, 
eirev avTors* 


It is no longer possible to determine exactly 
what stood in Q, certainly not “the Pharisees and 
Sadducees” (they are characteristic of St. Matthew), 
nor the imperfect éheyey (for it is characteristic of 
St. Luke), nor the infinitive BarricOjAvat, which is 
likewise characteristic of St. Luke; perhaps, how- 


INVESTIGATION 


OF THE TEXT 


41 


ever, Q had voAXoi with the genitive, for it is never 
found elsewhere in St. Matthew (see, however, St. 


Luke i. 16),' probably also the word avrois. 


source may have run somewhat in this way: 


The 


tay 


4A > v: Laps st , » 
qmo\ANous . . . EpXomevous eml TO Barticua etzev 


avTots, 


From St. Matthew verse 5 = 


St. Luke 


verse 3, it follows that raca 4 repiywpos Tov "Topdavov 


stood in Q. 


St. Matt. iv. 1 f.: Tore 
6 ’Incots avnyOn els 
THY éonwov vTro TOU 
mTvevsatos TetpacOnvar 
Umo0 Tov dtaBorou, (2) 
kal vyorevcas mépas 
mM kat weras « VaTepoy 
émeivacey, 


(8) Kat pe 0 
metpaCoy elTev AUTO" € 
vids ef Tov Oeot, 
iva of A001 od ToL GpTou 
yevovTat (4) 6 oe 
amoxp.Oels elev yé- 

ypantar’ ovuK er apt 
Bove Cijcerar oO ay- 
Opwmos, GdN’ ert mavti 


~s 


OL eaN 
e€l7TTeée 


St. ‘Luke iy. 1-13 
"Incovs oe awAnons Tvev- 
Matos ayloy vmértpe ev 
dro TOU ‘Topdavou, « Kal 
ry eT 0 €v T@ Tvev Mar 
ev TH Ephnuw nuepas m 
metpaCouevos UTO TOU 
dvaBdorov. Kat ovK épa- 
yev ovdev év Tals nuépats 


> if \\ 

exelvals, Kal ouvTedeo- 
an ) “ cs , 

Oetc@v avTo@yv émei- 

vaoey. 


slaevideled ec: ole em 


Nos’ ef vids Ef TOV Oeou, 
° A ex , / ee 
el@e TH ALOW TOUT Wa 

yevnr as &pTos. 

Kat amex plOn ™pos avr ov 
O Inoous: yeypanrat 
OTL OUK é7” apt MOvo 
ChoeTat o avOpwros, 


1 Yet it is also possible that 8ydo occurred in Q, since the word 
is also found elsewhere in that source. 
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Katt ? , Q 
pipart (exropevouevp Ota 
aTouaros) Oeov. 

(5) Tore mapadauBaver 

9 \ e , ° 4 
avTOV O diaBodos els THY 
€ , , XN Uy. 
aytav ToAty, Kal éorn- 
wev aTov él TO TTEpv- 
ytov Tov tepov, (6) Kai 


, 2 A ) Q > 
eyes avTw’ ef vlog et 


Tob Oeou, (Bare ceauTov 
KaTW* yeypanrat yap 
OTL Tots ayyédors au- 
TOU évTEACITat 


Tept 
an A > 4 a 
gov, Kal émi yetpov 
9 al , 
apovaly ce, pap TOTE 


mpoaKorrns Tpos ALOov 
TOV moda gov. (7) py 
auT® Oo ‘Inoods: Taw 
yeypamrar OUK éxTel- 
pacers KUptov Tov Bedy 
cou. 

(8) wadw raparauBaver 

> A ¢€ U 9 
avTov 6 dtaBoros ets 
dpos wrbyAov Alay, cal 
delkyugiy av’T@ Tacas 

A , “ , 
Tas BaciXelas TOU Koo- 


A \ , 
pov kat THY Oday 
avr dy, (9) Kal elev 


auT@’ TavTa cou TAVTO. 
Séew, €av Tecwy Tpoc- 
kuvyoys sot. (10) Tore 
Aévyet atto 6 Incoids: 
Uraye, catava véypat- 


SAYINGS 


OF JESUS 


The verses 5—7 come 
in St. Luke after 8~_9. 


y~ A 5) ‘ 9 
nyayev oe QuTOV els 


‘I epovcadnm. What fol- 


lows is identical, yet om. 
auTov. el7rev (f. Aéyet) 


evTevOev [kK aro] 


Tept 
cov Tov dvapuragat oe, 
Kal OTL ert 


A ° A e , “ 
Kal amroxpiOeis 0 'Incovs 
> b) ety dix ds + 
elev AUTH (OTL) EtpnTat 


kat avaryaryov a’Tov (6 
diab... . Alay om.) 

kat om. 
ederEev THS olkoumevys 
(f. T. KOOM.), Kal T. Sofay 

. 

avT@y om. év oT HD 
Xpevou add, perhaps 7 pos 
avrov, add. 6 da Bodos, 
col déow THY efougiay 
TAaUTHY dTacay [eat THY 
dd€ay avr dr), Ort €uot 
mapadédoTa kat @ dv Oédw 
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Tae yap- KU pLoV TOV 
Oeov cov TpPoTKUVHTELS 
Kai avT@ Mov AaTpev- 
els. 


, =) , ° 

(11) rore adinoty av- 

At e ie Qe 9: A 

Tov 6 Ota Bodos, Kat idov 

a ~ A 

ayyedot mpocyOov Kat 
, ’ a 
Oijxdvouv avT@. 
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Oldwpe avtyv? ov ody éay 
TporKkuvvyons  evwemoy 
€mov, €oTa Gov Taca. Kal 
aroxpiOeis 6 
elev avt@: What fol- 
lows is identical, but 
without vUzaye, catava 
and yap. 

kal guvTeAécas = =mravra 
meipaspov 6 dtaBoros 
aTécTn am avTou ay pe 
Kalpou. 


*Incods 


In the above passage I have indicated by spaced 
type all the words which are common, or which 
closely correspond to one another, in the two gospels. 
It is at once seen that we have here an essentially 
identical text. The chief difference is that in St. 
Luke the third temptation has become the second. 
It is in favour of the order of St. Matthew that 
the temptation on the mountain is undoubtedly the 
chief temptation; here it is no longer a question 
of the Divine Sonship being put to the test, but 
of its renunciation: the Son of God is tempted 
to enter into the service of Satan. It is in favour 
of St. Luke’s order, that according to it the scene 
of the temptations changes only at the last tempta- 
tion, that the devil makes his final assault with a 
temptation actually based upon the words of Scrip- 
ture, and that our Lord’s answer forbids further 
temptation. It is not possible to give a certain de- 
cision on the point, but probability is on the side 
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of the order of St. Matthew. Nothing can be built 
upon the vaaye Darava of St. Matthew, for these 
words can scarcely be original. If they were, what 
reason could St. Luke have had for omitting them ? 
(vrayew is indeed a rare word with him, never 
occurring in the Acts and only once in the gospel, 
while it is found twenty times in St. Matthew, 
fifteen times in St. Mark, and thirty-three times 
in St. John). Besides, the phrase occurs again in 
St. Matt. xvi. 23, and may therefore, perhaps, have 
been inserted from the latter passage (where St. 
Mark viii. 33 also has it). 

The wide divergence at the beginning and end is 
partly due to the influence of the Markan text. 
Hence it is that St. Matthew derives the episode 
“dyyeor dinxdvowy atte” (zpocnAPov belongs to 
the style of St. Matthew, the word is found more 
than fifty times in this gospel). It is from St. Mark 
that St. Luke derives «“ nmépas pl TretpaC ojevos v0 
Tov d1a3dAov” (St. Mark: p’ 7WLE pas TretpaC omevos U7Tr0 
Tod Zarava). All further deviations of St. Luke 
from- St. Matthew in the introduction are likewise 
secondary, so that we must recognise the pure text 
of Q in the version of St. Matthew; for (1) in place 
of the representation of the Spirit as the active 
subject St. Luke writes in accordance with his 
style and mode of thinking: TAHONS TvEvMATOS arylou 
and ev 7@ mvevuart, (2) he inserts umTéaTpeev amo 
T. 'lopd. (srootpépew is found twenty-two times in 
the gospel and eleven times in the Acts, never in 
St. Mark or St. Matthew) ; (3) he writes the imper- 
fect iyero for avixOy (the use of the imperfect is 
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almost peculiar to St. Luke; moreover, avnxOn is 
certainly original, for it is found in St. Matthew _ 
only in this passage, and it gives a correct touch of 
local colouring [the wilderness is on the high ground] 
—elsewhere in St. Luke the word occurs frequently ; 
it is dropped here because the evangelist did not 
understand its significance); (4) he omits the forty 
nights as superfluous (agreeing with St. Mark); (5) 
he replaces the clumsy terepov by the good Greek 
phrase cuvreXccOeica@y avtay, (6) he mistakes the 
technical vyoreverv, and replaces it by the extravagant 
ovK epayev ovdév, (7) by his corrections, or through 
the influence of the Markan text, he has made it 
appear doubtful whether the temptations occurred 
during the forty days or first after that period 
had passed. 

St. Matt. 3: arpoceNOwv is added by St. Matthew 
(vide supra); dé is put for cai by St. Luke; 6 reypaCov 
is most probably the original word. 

St. Matt. 3: The one stone of St. Luke, and the 
address to the stone, seem to me secondary, just 
because they better suit the situation. Why should 


St. Matthew have changed them ? 


St. Matt. 4: 6 de amoxpiGels efrev is characteristic 
of St. Matthew’s solemn style, but apos avror is 
Lukan, likewise 87u. 

St. Matt. 4: GAN’ éxt wayri piuate Ocod (with or 
without EK TOMEVOMEVYD dia otouaros, words which have 
weak attestation) is an interpolation of St. Matthew, 
who completes the quotation from the LXX. 

St. Matt. 5: The historic present is here, as always, 
avoided by St. Luke; likewise zrapadauPavew eis (also 
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in verse 8, again in St. Matt. xxvii. 27) was distasteful 
to him. 

St. Matt. 5: St. Matthew has replaced « Jerusalem ” 
by «the holy city” (see also xxvii. 53); for the gospel 
of the Hebrews also read « Jerusalem.” 

St. Matt. 5: St. Luke avoids the Semitic repetition 
of QUTOY. 

St. Matt. 5: évred@ev is a Lukan interpolation ; 
the word is found elsewhere in St. Luke, never however 
in St. Matthew and St. Mark. 

St. Matt. 6: rod dsadvAaka ce is an interpolation 
of St. Luke’s (according to the LXX), so also 67 
here and in verse 7. 

St. Matt. 7: Here St. Luke with kat amoxpiOels 6 
"Incots eirev atv is the more circumstantial of the 
two, so also in St. Matt. 10. 

St. Matt. 7: The wadw of St. Matthew is original ; 
St. Luke avoids wadw (see also St. Matt. 8); it is 
found about seventeen times in St. Matthew, twenty- 
nine times in St. Mark, forty-seven times in St. John; 
on the other hand, only two (three) times in St. Luke’s 
gospel and five times in the Acts.—yéyparra, not 
eipyra, is original, for the latter (together with +6 
elonuévov) is peculiar to St. Luke—vide ii. 24; Acts 
ii. 16, xiii. 40; elsewhere only in Rom. iv. 18. 

St. Matt. 8, 9: do0s ibAov, perhaps also attested 
by the gospel of the Hebrews; St. Luke rationalises 
and leaves the scene somewhat in shadow (he would 
probably have us suppose that our Lord was raised up 
into the air so as to be able to see everything).—The 
word otcousévy is Lukan (used by St. Luke eight times, 
once by St. Matthew, never by St. Mark and St. J ohn) ; 
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ev oTL’yu Xpovou is of course interpolated by St. Luke 
(the words cat ryv dd€av avrav have either been dis- 
placed in St. Luke or should be omitted altogether). 
St. Luke’s theological opinions have likewise led him 
to amplify the devil’s address to our Lord by the long 
interpolation: cot (set at the beginning, cf the éuot 
and ov in what follows) doécw tay é£ovciay Ta’ryy 
dracav, Ott éuot mapadédora Kal @ dv Oérw didwm 
QuTiVv: aU ov... €7Tal Got Taca.—é€vorioy is 
Lukan (occurring in St. Luke thirty-six times, never 
in St. Mark and St. Matthew); on the other hand, 
qmeowy is an interpolation in the style of St. Matthew 
(cf. ii. 11; xviii. 26, 29). 

St. Matt. 10: Concerning v7raye eee (whence 
the inserted yap which follows), vide supra. 

St. Matt. 11: cat cured. 7. wep. is added by St. 
Luke (cuvteAciv is wanting in St. Matthew, occurs 
twice elsewhere in St. Luke). —aginow stood in Q; 
adiaravat is found ten times in St. Luke, never in St. 
Matthew. St. Mark, and St. John. — 4x pu Kalpou is a 
Lukan interpolation which weakens the unique signi- 
ficance of these temptations. The expression occurs 
again in the New Testament only in Acts xiii. 11. 

The text of the story of the Temptation, as it 
stood in Q, can therefore in my opinion be still 
restored with almost perfect certainty; almost every- 
where the matter which is peculiar to either of our 
two authorities shows itself to be secondary. The 
genuine text is the shortest, and St. Matthew ap- 
proaches nearer to it than does St. Luke. Q here 
ran somewhat as follows :— 


‘O 'Incots aunyxOn els Thy epnov UTO TOU TVEUMATOS 
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A e \ lod , N , Cee: , 
meipacOjvat UTO TOU diaBoXov, Kat yTTEVTAS uepas Lt 
kal veras a’ Uorepov érelvacev, Kat 6 TepaCwv el7reD 
avT@* et vids ef TOU Oeod, etre Wa of ALMot OTOL GpTot 
yévovrat, Kat amexpiOn* yéyparta ovK ém apTw 
movw Choetat 6 avOpwros. raparauBave dé adtov 
eis ‘Iepovoadip kat &otynoev adTov emt TO TTEpvyLov TOU 
fepou Kal deer auT@* ef vids et Tou Oeov, Bare ceavTov 
KAT" YyéypamTal yep ore Tois ay yéros avTov 
évTeAciTal Tepi cov, Kal ent Xerpov apovaly oe, 
Mn wore xpoardyvus ™ pos AlOov TOV rd0a Gov, 
epy auto 6 ‘Tyo ovs: Tadw yeypamran: OUK éxTelpa- 
gels KUpLoy Tov Oedv cov. wadw apahau Paver 
avr ov els Opos vnrov Nav kat deikvvcw adT@ macs 
Tas Bacrelas TOU Koo pou Kal THV ddgay QuTey, Kal 
eiTev WT@®’ TavTA co TwayTa doTw, éay Tpookuyjons 
Mot. Kat Aéye avT@ 6 Incous: yeypamrae: _KUptov 
Tov Qedv cov Tpookuyyicers kal avT@ move 
AaTpevoers, Kal apinow avrov 6 diaBoros. 


St. Matt. v. 3, 4, 6, 11, St. Luke vi. 20°, 21- 
12, 23. 
_@) Maxapeos OL mrwxXol 


oe 
TO TVEUMATL, OTL QuTov TO TVEUMLATE om, UueTepa 


eorty 4 © Bacirela Tay (f. auTov) Tov 
ovpavav. Oeou (f. +. ovp.) 


, al 
(4) waxapror of revOourv- "These two verses are trans- 


Tes, OTL avTOL mapakAyOy- posedin St. Luke.  «Aal- 


covTat.! ovres vuv (f. wevO.) yeAa- 


cere (f. avr. mapakX.) 


* The beatitude which immediately follows in the ordinary text 
(its position varies in the MSS.): paxdpior of rpaeis, 8re adrot KAnpovo- 


pacovow Tiv viv (=Ps. xxxvii. 11), is probably a later interpolation ; 
vide Wellhausen on this passage, 


Te 
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(6) waxapror of rewavres 
dupavres Thy dlKalo- 


VA v ) 4 
ouvny, OTL avTOL XopTac- 
| Oncovrat. 


(11) paxdprot éore OTay 
OvewWlowoty Umas Kal t dudEw- 
TW Kal Ei TWOW TAY TOYNpOY 
Kal? Uma Wpevdopevor 
[évexev euov]. (12) Xaipere 
kal ayadag be, ort 6 
pucOos vue ToAvs év Tois 
ovpavois* oUTws yap e0t- 
weay Tous mpodyras Tos 
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vov (post 7rewavres) 
Kal... dlkaloc. om. 
avTol om. XopTacOy- 
oeabe 
éxecOe (?) Oray mojowow 
e , er Ae: 
uuas ot avOpwrot Kal Stay 
°’ Vy e ~ A 2 
apopicwow vuas [kal ovel- 
, 4 9 , 
diowotv?] Kat exBarwow 
TO dvopa Umav ws | Tovnpov 
éveka Tou viou Tov avOpa- 
Tov. Xapure év éxelvy TH 
TPE or Kat oKpTHTaTe tov 
yap 0 picbos bua TroNvs 


TPO UUOV. ev To oupary: Kara Ta 
avTa yap émoiovy Trois 
mpoopyras of Tarépes 
coe 
QuTor. 


It is still possible practically to settle the question 
of the original text of verses 3, 4, 6.1 As (kai 
Jpavres) Thy dtaoovvyy is added by St. Matthew, 
so also with the greatest probability we may decide 
similarly concerning Tw mvevmarti (the simple rrwyxoi 
is also found in St. Matt. xi. 5: mrwyol evayyedi- 
Covrat). On the other hand, kAaiovres (for sev- 
Jovvres) is certainly a correction of St. Luke, who 


1 Apart from the order, and perhaps also the question whether 

She first or third person is original. The pronoun dyédrepos is 
certainly Lukan (vide a Concordance); but it may stand for an 
original juév. Wellhausen and others decide for St. Luke. But 
: the repetition of the pleonastic avrol gives an impression of origin- 
ality, and St. Luke also elsewhere (cf. St. Matt. xi. 18) transforms 


! the third person into the second, 
D 


$e No beg 
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is fond of using kAatetv (eleven times in the gospel, 
in St. Matthew only two occurrences and one of these 
in a quotation, cf St. Luke vii. 32 = St. Matt. xi. 17); 
kAalew then brought about the yeAdcere in the follow- 
ing clause (St. Luke is fond of strong expressions, yeAay 
occurs again with him only in vi. 25, never elsewhere 
in the New Testament), Ps. cxxvi. may have influenced 
the evangelist here. The twofold wy is of course also 
interpolated by St. Luke (vty occurs thirty-seven times 
in the gospel and Acts, four times in St. Matthew). 
St. Matthew 11 and St. Luke 22 look like two 
separate translations, yet are not so, as is shown by 
St. Matthew 12=St. Luke 23. We must start 
from the consideration of this verse and it will then 
appear that St. Luke is almost everywhere secondary. 
"Ev éxeivy Ty 4uépa is as secondary as viv, the im- 
perative aorists are an improvement in style; oxipty- 
care (for ayadAace) is a genuinely | Lukan exaggera- 
tion (vide supra yedacere); oxiptav is peculiar to 
St. Luke in the New Testament (vide i. 41, 44), like- 
wise {Sov yap (never found in St. Matthew and 
St. Mark, six times in St. Luke); St. Luke does 
not care for the plural ovpavois, and (kata) Ta avra 
is Lukan (elsewhere in the New Testament only in 
St. Luke vi. 26 and Acts xv. 27). ’Exotovy for 
éediwav was written by St. Luke, because in the preced- 
ing clauses not only persecutions but also other trials 
are mentioned. A genuine translation-variant appears 
to stand at the conclusion. Wellhausen says: «St. 
Luke has read ‘their forefathers’ as the subject of 
the verb; St. Matthew has read ‘your forefathers’ 
in apposition to the Prophets. The difference in 
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Aramaic is only that of dag’damaihén (ot rarépes 
ater) from daq’damaikén (rovs p06 juav).” But there 
is yet another explanation of this variation—namely, 
that St. Luke is here influenced by his reminiscence 
of the familiar invective against the Pharisees (St. 
Matt. xxiii. 29 f. =St. Luke xi. 47 f.); in that passage 
the prophets and the fathers are spoken of together, 
and thence he has derived «the fathers” here. This 
may have happened the more easily since the words 
in St. Matthew (te. in Q), rovs 7™p0 Uuav, appeared 
liable to misinterpretation (Apostles= Prophets), or 
as an unnecessary addition which of itself cried out 
for some better substitute. 

It accordingly follows that St. Matthew 12 pre- 
sents the original text of Q, which has been altered 
by St. Luke. Then, however, it is possible that 
also St. Matthew 11=St. Luke 22 are not two 
different translations of a common original; rather 
it is probable that here again St. Luke has deliber- 
ately altered—in fact, has transformed—the ; whole 
verse. ‘This, in the first place, shows itself in the 
stylistic variants. In place of rovpoy . . . ~evdd- 
evar (the very fact that \Wevdduevor does not occur 
elsewhere in the synoptists shows that it probably 
belongs to Q) he writes the excellent Greek phrase 
ws movypoy, and supplies the subjectless verbs with 
the subject of avOpwro. One of the principal dif- 
ferences is that St. Matthew has ovedicwow, diwEwow, 
eimwcw Trav Tovnpoy Kal’ vuav rpevdouevor, while 
St. Luke writes mojowow, apopicwow, éxBarwow Tr. 
 Gvoua vuwv ws Tovypdv. ‘The order in St. Matthew 
is not quite logical, in St. Luke it is strictly logical : 
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hatred is followed by excommunication, excom- 
munication by the general defamation of the name. 
Besides, we find that St. Luke uses wiceiy also in 
other places where it does not occur in the parallel 
passage of St. Matthew (vi. 27, xiv. 26), and that 
éxGad\ev, in the metaphorical sense=«to defame” 
(here only in the New Testament), is good Greek, 
whereas elreiy wav wovnpov is not Greek at all. 
Accordingly, here also the text of St. Matthew is 
everywhere to be preferred. It must remain an open 
question whether, in the places where St. Matthew 
is secondary, the corrections are due to the evangelist 
himself or whether a secondary text already lay 
before him. ‘The Beatitudes certainly circulated in 
various recensions from an early period, indeed from 
the beginning. Thus Polycarp (Epist. 2) quotes 
as follows: waxapior of rrwyol Kat of Staxduevor Svecev 
Oucctocvyns, OTt adltrwv éoti 4 Bacirela Tod Ocod. 
This looks like a combination of the texts of 
St. Matthew and St. Luke; perhaps, however, it 
is a combination of these two and of the source, 
or perhaps it is another version of the source. 

A word must be said concerning [évexey éuod] in 
St. Matthew and fveca roi viob rod avOpérov in 
St. Luke. St. Matthew’s phraseology here is some- 
what redundant; many authorities have therefore 
omitted ~pevdduevor; but this word seems to me to 
be supported by the ws: rovypdv of St. Luke (vide 
supra). On the other hand, évecev éuod should be 
omitted from the text of St. Matthew, for a suc- 
cession of ancient Western authorities do not read 
it; others read évecev duxavocvvys (Da.b.c.g’k); the 
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ancient Syriac reads évexev Tov dvouates mov. If these 
words were wanting in St. Matthew then the évex. 7, 
viod tT. avOp, of St. Luke most certainly did not 
stand in Q. This phrase stands in close connection 
with 70 dvoua vue, which also does not belong to Q 
(vide supra). If, nevertheless, the critic asserts that 
évexev must belong to Q, it is no longer possible to 
ascertain what word came after this preposition in 


the source. 


St. Matt. v. 13, 15, 18, 
25, 26, 32. 


(18) duets Core TO das 
TIS yins* éay Oe TO dAags 
mwpavOn, év rive dduc- 
Ojoerat; els ovdev toxver 
ére ef pon BAnOev &Ew 
Katamatreiac0a vwro Tw 
avOpomer. 

(15) ovde kalovow AVX- 
vov kat TiOéaciv avToy 
Uro TOV podLoy, GAN 
émt tHv Avxviay, Kat 
Aaure waow Tois ev TH 
oikia. 

(18) Open yap rey 
upiv, éwo dy mapérAOy oO 
ovpavos Kal 7 Yi; tora 
é&y 4 mila Kepata ov my 
maper0n aro TOU vomou, 
ews dv mavTa yévyTat. 


St. Luke xiv. 34, 35; 
xi. 63; xvi. 17; xiie68; 
69. vies: 

‘ a 
KaAov TO dAas: 
oN A A ” 
eay de TO dAas 
“~ > , ° , 
MwpavOn, ev rive aptu0n- 
geTal; oUTE els Yi oUTE 
els Kompiay eVOerov err: 
é&w BarXAovewy avo. 


ovy 
A 
Kal 


ovdels AUXVoY drbas els 

4 ig 9Qr 
KpumTny tiOnoww [ovde 
vmTo TOY odtov], GAN 

9 4 A , er e 
ert THY AUXVLAY, Wa oF 
elo To pevdmevor TO pos 
Brérwow. 

% , , % A 
EUKOTWTEPOV O€ early TOV 
ovpavoy Kal THY yiv 
mwaperOetv 9) TOU VOmoV 
Miav Kepalay weoely. 
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(25) tO: edvody TO av- 
TLOiKw Tov TAXv ews STOU 
ef eT’ avTou év TH 600° 
MiwoTé ge Tapad®@ 6 
avTidkos TH KpLTH Kal Oo 
KpiTns TH vmnpéeTy, Kal 
els pudakyy Brn Ono n: 
(26) aunv Aéyw cor, ov 
Mn €EEAOnS exeiOev ews 
dy awod@s TOV érxaTov 
Kodpavrny. 


a 


2 


(32) eyo Oe Néyw Vuiv 
oe rn € 9 , A 
OTL Tas O aToAVwY THY 
yuvaika avTou Tapexros 
Adryou Tropvelas roel avTyy 
MotxevOnvat, Kat O¢ éav 
° , , 
aTwoAeNumevny yauyon, 
MOLXaT QL, 


ws yap Urayes meTa TOD 
GvTtolkov cov en’ aox- 
ovra, év TH 60@ Jos épya- 
’ 9 , 9 og 
olay amndAax Oat a7’ adTov, 
MHTOTE KaTaTUpY oe pos 
TOV KPLTHY, Kal O K PLT IS 
ge TAPAdGcEL TH TPAK- 
TOpl, Kal O TpaKTwp cE 
Baret purakny: 
Aéyw cot, ov My €EEX Ong 
’ e 4 A Nw 
exeiOev ews kal TO eo Xa- 


o) 
é€ls 


\ ° & 

Tov AeTTOV aTOdgS. 

Tas 6 aATOAVwY THY yu- 
Yaika avTov Kat yao 
eTépav morxevet, Kal 6 
9 , k \ 3 
amwoXeNuméevnv aro ayv- 

Q “ 
pos yaar [OLX EVEL 


The first saying also stood in St. Mark (ix. 50) 


in the form: kadov ro dAas: éav Sé TO Gras &vadov 
yevnrat, ev Tit avo apticete; eyere év éavTois da. 
The saying in Q ran: duets éore TO ddas THs vis 
[in this form or in a similar form St. Luke must 
have read it in Q, for the context in which he gives 
the saying shows that he referred it, like St. Matthew, 
to the disciples; but as in cases of doubt he often 
prefers St. Mark to Q, so here also he has chosen the 
form of St. Mark]: éay dé 76 dAas MwpavOn, ev Tint 
adic Ojoerat [here also St. Luke uses the aptvew of 
St. Mark]; els ovdev ioxver érx [St. Luke replaces this 
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expression by ovx evOeros (evOeros and avevOeros are 
peculiar to St. Luke, cf xiv. 35 and Acts xxvii. 12), 
and reinforces it according to his custom with the 
phrase ove els yiv ove eis kompiay (kompia only in 
St. Luke, vide xiii. 8), which also replaces the word 
katatrateicbat] ef un BAnOev ew xatrararecbat uo 
Tav avOporwy [that BAxOev é£w is original is shown 
by the fact that St. Luke did not like to sacrifice it, 
but let it hobble behind the main body of the saying]. 
Thus the verse stood in Q in the form in which it is 
preserved in St. Matthew. 

In the second saying, dare and avarrew (for “fire” 
and « light”), are Lukan, so that the verdict here must 
be given for St. Matthew ; the participial construction 
is Lukan; the ovde/s for an indefinite third person 
plural is a stylistic improvement. ‘Yao tov uddcoy 
is probably an interpolation from St. Matthew into 
the Lukan text; St. Luke says es xpurtijy. OF 
eioropevduevor is Lukan, vide viii. 16; Acts iii. 2, 
xxviii. 30.—The saying occurs four times in the 
gospels (twice in St. Luke). In St. Mark iv. 21 it 
runs: “ye eoxeTat 6 NUxvos va umro Tov pmodoy TeOH 
1 urd Thy KAlny, ovx tva ext Thy Avxviay TeOy,; in Q 
it ran as St. Matthew gives it. St. Luke gives it both 
times (vide viii. 16) with the same traits which can 
be easily explained as peculiarities of his own; in 
viii. 16, however, he inserts the “bed” from St. 
Mark, and replaces the « bushel” not by es xpumryy 
but by the general phrase cadvrre: adTov oxever (for 
this word see Acts ix. 15; x. 11,16; xi. 5; xxvii. 17). 
In making the lamp give light, not to those within 

the house but to those entering in, St. Luke evi- 
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dently intends to improve the sense of the passage ; 
he perhaps also thinks of the missionary aspect of 
the gospel (though this is doubtful). 

The third saying in Q ran as follows: &ws dy mapédOn 
0 ovpavos Kal 4 yi, fora by} ula Kepata od py mapedOn 
awd Tod vduov. In regard to form, St. Luke has 
improyed the clumsy construction, but he has also 
altered the thought by the evKOTOTEpOV which he 
has adopted from other sayings (vide St. Matt. ix. 5 
cum parall.; xix. 24 cum parall.). According to St. 
Matthew, the Law abides as long as Heaven and Earth 
remain; according to St. Luke, it lasts longer than 
they. Here we discern St. Luke’s genuinely Hellenic 
reverence for the Old Testament—a reverence which 
could be so deep, because the writer stood remote 
from the controversies concerning the application 
of the precepts of the Law to the daily life. The 
converse hypothesis (Wellhausen) that St. Matthew 
has attenuated the thought is unacceptable from 
considerations both of matter and style. St. Luke 
has introduced zeceivy in order to avoid the double 
mapéOy (receiv in the metaphorical sense is not 
found in the gospels, but of Rom. xi. 11, 22; xiy. 4; 
i Corsx. (12; oxi. 8 Heb. civ 11), and he has 
omitted the ééra é as superfluous and somewhat 
singular. In St. Matthew the opening words dun 
y. A. Uuiv and the concluding clause gws av rdyta yer. 
are perhaps secondary. The latter was probably 
added because the preceding passage in St. Matthew 
speaks of « fulfilling”; the evangelist may, besides, 
have been influenced by a reminiscence of St. Mark 
xiii. 30. 
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Close consideration of the fourth saying also shows 
that St. Matthew has excellently preserved the text 
of Q (perhaps dujv is secondary). The temporal ws 
at the beginning is specifically Lukan (references are 
here unnecessary); é7’ dpxovra is an explanatory 
interpolation, and ic6t edvowy (here only in the New 
~ Testament) seemed to St. Luke too weak—he replaced 
it by the transparently clear phrase dos épyaciay 
arm\rXdx Oa an’ avrot (épyacia is not found elsewhere 
in the four gospels, see however Acts xvi. 16, 19; 
xix. 24, 25; Ephes. iv. 19; neither is amaAAacoew 
found elsewhere in the four gospels, see however 
Acts xix. 12: dradAdocecOa az’ aire). St. Luke 
has just as happily avoided the awkward phrase raxv 
ws Srov ef wer’ avrow (he places the wera at the very 
beginning), as well as the unnecessary repetition of 
6 avtidicos. Moreover, his sense of style would not 
allow him to describe the action of the adversary and 
the judge with one and the same word (St. Matthew 
uses rapadodvat in both cases); he writes here xaTa- 
cvpe and apadodvat (katacvpe does not occur 
elsewhere in the New Testament, but ovpew [of men] 
is peculiar to St. Luke, occurring indeed three times in 
the Acts). St. Luke has replaced the very indefinite 
word vanpérns by the technical term 6 mpaxTwp, and 
the vulgar codpavrns by Xewtdv. In all these cases 
it is simply inconceivable that St. Matthew had before 
him, and has altered, the text presented in St. Luke. 

In the fifth saying St. Luke is evidently dependent 
not only upon Q but also upon St. Mark x. ii. (09 
dv Grodton THY yuvaika adTov Kat yapnon aAAny, 
porxarar ex adie Kal éay avTy amoAvcaca Tov 
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avdpa avrg [vel éav yun e£éXOn ard Tou avdpos 
avriis Kat] yapuion &dXor, Moxarat). Accordingly, 
in St. Matthew we have only to omit the introduction 
and the phrase +apexros Ad-you mopvetas. In St. Luke 
Kal yapov érépav comes from another source—in fact, 
from St. Mark—and by its insertion the sense of the 
saying is altogether changed (that St. Luke’s correct- 
ing hand was at work here is also evident from the 
substitution of the participle for $¢ édy yaunoy). In 
Q the saying gave expression to the austere thought : 
“He who divorces his wife causes her to commit 
adultery: both she and her new husband are guilty 
of adultery.” St. Luke has completely changed this 
thought. 


St. Matt. v. 39, 40, 42, 
44_48, 

(39) “Oorw ce pamiCer 
els THY [deEcav] glayova 
(cov), orpépov atte cat 

4 a 
THY arXny, 
(40) kai ro Oerovri cor 
KptOnvar Kat Tov XiT eva 
a oS b] ios Q 
gov AaPeiv, ades alto kat 
TO éuaTiov. 

(42) rw atrobyri ce dds, 

\ \ , 2, Ni a 
kat tov OéXovra amo cou 
davicacOa. uh 


Tags. 


b) 
aTvTrOoa- 


(44) eyo dé A€yw vpive 


, lal 4 > A 
ayaTate Tous €x Opovs 


St. Luke vi. 29, 30, CATE. 
28, 35°, 32, 33, 36. 
T® TUTTOVTL oe els [emi] 
THY oLaryova, Tapexe Kat 
THY &AAny, 


+ ieee } 4A A V4 

Kal 470 TOU alpovTdos cou 
Ae , A \ cal 

TO (MaTloy Kat TOV xLTOVA 
X , 

ky kwAvoys. 


mwavti alrotvrl ce didou, 
Kal aro Tou aipovros Ta 
A A > , 

ga py amare [of v. 35: 
kat davetCere Mndev Gren- 
wiCovres], 

€ a , na ? , 

umiv Né€yw Tois axovovow> 
° a“ 
ayam. 7, €xOp. Uj, Kaos 


INVESTIGATION 
vuov Kal mpocevyerOe 
rep THY SuoKdvTwY UpMas, 


(45) Saws yévnoGe viot 
TOU TaTpos tuav Tov ev 
ovpavois, Ott Tov iALov 

° na , ’ A 
avrou avareAXet Ertl Tovn- 

a 
povs Kal ayabous kal 

, PieeW\ , 4 
Bpéxer emt ducatovs Kat 
Goikous. 

(46) éav yap ayami)- 

A > a lod 
ONTE TOUS ayATaVTAS VMAS, 
Q 
tiva puaOov éxeTe; ovxt 
kat of TeA@vat TO avTO 
TOLOVGLY ; 
4 , 

(47) kat éav acracnabe 

4 ° A € “~ a 
Tous adEAous VU@Y MOVOY, 
ql mepiscov ToLiTe; OvXt 

A € 9 4 QA 3OEN 
kat of eOvkot TO avTo 
qowovucw; 


» cal 
(48) gcecbe obv vpeis 
f e q A CSAS e 
TENELOL WS O TATHP UMLWY O 
, 
ouvpavors TENELOS ETTLY. 
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TOLELTE TOS MLTOvTLY VMAS, 

evAoyeiTe TOUS KaTAapw- 

Mévous upas, TporevxerOe 

Tept TOV émnpeaC ovTwv 

vuas, 

kat écecOe viot whicrou, 

drt avTos ypyotos éoTw 

éxt Tous axapictous Kal 
, 

Tovnpous. 


kal ef = ayamare Tous 
ayaTavTas Uas, Tol, UALY 
Xaprs [eoriv]; Kal yap ot 
amapTwrot Tous ayaTar- 
eee z 
TAS AVTOUS AYATOTW. 
Kat [yap] eav [et] aryaQo- 
monte [-etTe] Tous ayabo- 
x iia pieces 
qowvvras Umas, Wola Uply 
Xaprs [xapes vp.] early ; 
Kal of GuapTwrot TO avTo 
qTolovcly, 
ryiver Oe oikTipmoves, Kabus 
O TaTNp UMOV olkTipmoV 
eoTiv [ockretper]. 


There can be no question that in the two first 
verses St. Matthew has preserved the original text; 
St. Luke has (1) introduced the participial con- 
struction; he has (2) replaced the vulgar pamiGew 
by rumrew, the equally vulgar orpeyyoy by sapexe, 
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the awkward un-Hellenic and diffuse Tt O€dovtl cor 
KpOjvar kat . . . AaBeiv by ard roo aipovros (in the 
latter instance he has transformed a command relating 
to behaviour in case of a judicial action into a general 
maxim ; hence pi kwAvons for the more positive aes. 
St. Matthew says: «He who wishes to sue thee for 
thy coat, allow him to take also thy cloak”; St. Luke 
says: “He who takes thy cloak, hinder him not from 
taking also thy coat”). ‘Pami@ew is found in the New 
Testament only in St. Matthew (viz. once again in xxvi. 
67); orpépey is used by St. Luke only in the form 
oTpapels, notice also the Semitic repetition of the 
dative in ave (D. has avoided this by writing 6 0é\wr). 
In the order, « cloak ”__« coat,” St. Luke might seem 
to represent the original; « for the coat is nearer to 
the body than the cloak.” But St. Luke was obliged 
to begin with the cloak, for the robber catches hold 
of the cloak, not the undergarment; we can thus 
easily understand that the Lukan text is secondary in 
its origin, but we cannot explain a secondary origin 
of the text of St. Matthew. 

The Lukan insertion of zavr/ in St. Matthew 
verse 42, is also found in the Lukan version of the 
fifth petition of the Lord’s Prayer and elsewhere in 
St. Luke; likewise the substitution of didov for dds 
also occurs in the fourth petition of that prayer. 
Aidov is more correct Greek, seeing that the command 
is general. In what follows, the words arareiy (note 
the play upon atre?y and amatreiv) and ame riCew of 
themselves show classical feeling ; the possessive pro- 
noun (ra oa) is also Lukan; the whole clause, «at 
amo Tov aipovrcs . . . amatret, is interpolated by 
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St. Luke. On the other hand, verse 42° in St. 
Matthew is original, for the thought is expressed in 
St. Luke 35, and the construction in St. Matthew is 
clumsy (the middle arocrpépecOa is not found in 
St. Luke). 

In verse 44 St. Luke has, as is so often the case, 
omitted the superfluous pronominal subject, and has 
added rois akovovow (influenced by what precedes in 
this gospel). In this verse the two exhortations pecu- 
liar to St. Luke can scarcely be original; what reason 
could St. Matthew have had for omitting them? 
Besides, St. Luke is fond of the words puceiy and 
evAovyelv (of pucovyres nuas, in the literature of the 
post-apostolic epoch, is indeed almost a technical 
term with Christians for their adversaries). The four 
verbs aryaT ays KaAGS ‘ToLely, evAoryEY, mporexer Oat 
form a premeditated climax which is not to be com- 
pared for originality with the simple combination 
of dyarav and rpoceyxerOa. St. Luke has already 
avoided the word diéxew in St. Matt. v. 11, 12 (wide 
supra)—why, I know not; émnpeaCey occurs again 
only in 1 Pet. iii. 16, and does not belong to the 
vocabulary of common speech (vide Aristotle’s de- 
finition). 

In verse 45 the peculiarly Lukan tioros (without 
6 and without Qeds) shows that St. Luke has made 
changes; 87ws is not frequent in St. Luke (it is found 
only seven times in the gospel), elsewhere also its use 
is avoided by this evangelist. Xpnords éoru émt Tovs 
axapiorous has too much of the flavour of the lite- 
rary style to be original. It is difficult to say why 
St. Luke has done away with the beautiful simile of 
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St. Matthew. Did he think that it did not express the 
thought clearly enough? That he had it before him 
in his source seems to follow from ovnpous, which 
comes in haltingly at the close (the dSikatos and ddixos 
of St. Matthew are suspicious; the former being a 
favourite word with this evangelist). «Your Father 
in Heaven,” in St. Matthew, is almost always sus- 
picious. At the very least, «in Heaven” is to be 
omitted. 

In verse 46 riva wucOdv exere is certainly original ; 
for xapu, given by St. Luke, is a specifically Lukan 
word (found twenty-five times in the gospel and the 
Acts, never occurring in St. Matthew and St. Mark). 
The question in 46° is also original ; for cal yap is 
Lukan (vide the fifth petition of the Lord’s Prayer 
in St. Luke, where St. Matthew has @¢ kal, in 
St. Matthew xai yap occurs twice, in St. Luke’s 
gospel nine times), and St. Luke has often removed 
rhetorical questions from Q. Again, the reddvat 
must be more original than the more general term 
of duaptwro. St. Luke perhaps did not wish to 
repeat the phrase ro avro srowtow (vide verse 47), 
therefore he develops it here. The ef here and in 
the following verse is certainly secondary; in Q, 
éay is very much more frequent than e, Also in 
other passages St. Luke has changed édy into e?. 

In verse 47 St. Luke understood armaver Oar to 
mean “to be friendly disposed towards anyone,” 
“to devote oneself in love towards anyone ” (prob- 
ably rightly), and has accordingly rendered it by 
ayaboroiv, it is obvious that St. Matthew is 
original here. The wdvov of St. Matthew is also 
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original ; St. Luke avoids this use of the word (only 
once in the gospel [viii. 50]—and that from St. 
Mark—while in St. Matthew it often occurs; it also 
occurs only once in the Acts). For zola tyiv Xaprs, 
vide supra on verse 46; the fact that the correspond- 
ing words of St. Matthew (ti repiroov vroveire) are a 
vulgarism is in their favour. For kat of auaptwdAot, 
vide supra on verse 46; “ é@vxoi” is not found at all 
in St. Luke—the word would have been almost unin- 
telligible to his readers. 

In verse 48 St. Luke has again erased the super- 
fluous pronominal subject (cf verse 44). In replacing 
(Grrws) yévyoOe by évecGe in verse 45, and érecbe by 
yivesOe in verse 48, he has in both cases improved 
the logic of the passage. Likewise in writing ca@ds 
for ws he has improved the style. It is, however, 
difficult to decide whether réAeor or otkTipmoves is 
the original word. Wellhausen describes the latter 
as “much the more genuine.” ‘T'édAeos is indeed 
found in the gospels only here and in St. Matt. 
xix. 21. To assign the idea to Q or to our Lord 
on the evidence of these two passages is hazardous. 
Oikripuwv is found nowhere else in the gospels. 
Nevertheless, I am inclined to prefer the latter word— 
at least so far as significance is concerned. Perhaps 
éAejuoves stood in Q and has been replaced in St. 
Luke by the more refined word. 


St. Matt. vi. 9: Larep St. Luke xi, 2-4. qv 
jpav o ev Tois ovpavoiss . . . ovpay. om. ‘The 
ayiacOnTw TO dvoua cov: first three petitions are 


(10) éAOarw 7 Baciveia probably wanting; read 
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A , 
cou? yevnOjtw TO OéAnua 

~ > 4 
TOU, WS ev OVPAY® Kal émt 
yas: 


in their place: éXOérw To 
dytov mvevua cov ed’ nas 
Kat Kabapicarw Hua. 


(74@v om. ?) 
didov TO Ka’ 7p. pay 
(f. onepov) 


(11) roy GpTov nuav 
Tov émtovooy dds Auiv 
THLEPOV" 

(12) Kai aes nuiy TH 
operrnpara ULV, WS Kal 
€ - b , a 2 
nucis a:yKkaey Tots ope- 
Aérais nur: 

(13) Kat un eloevéynng 
e Lon oD , HA ‘ 
nas els Teipacmoy, adda 
pica nuas ard Too To- . 
vypov. 


Tas 
e , 4 4a 9 4 
amapTias Kal yap avTol 
(f. jucis) adiouev ravi 
’ e - 
opeiAovre niaiv® 


GANG 


+. Tovnp. om. 


It is certain that the two forms of the prayer 
wepend upon one original form and one original 
translation, and it is just as certain that St. Luke 
could not have known the prayer as the customary 
congregational prayer in the communities with 
which he was acquainted, otherwise he would not 
nave revised its language so drastically. The form 
transmitted to him contained only the vocative ade 
(cf. St. Paul) and the so-called fourth, fifth, and 
sixth petitions. All the other clauses found in St. 
Matthew are either accretions which attached them. 
selves to the common prayer during the process of 
transformation into a solemn congregational prayer 
in the primitive Jewish Christian communities and 
under the dominating influence of the prayers of 
the Synagogue, or they were added by St. Matthew 
himself. With the correction didov compare St. 
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‘Luke’s similar correction of St. Matt. v. 42. St. 
Matthew gives the prayer as it was meant to be, 
and as indeed it was, used daily; St. Luke gives it 
as an instruction in prayer, therefore the present 
tense. This also explains the substitution of vo 
Kal’ nyépay for TIME POV, as to which it is to be 
noted that +. xa’ nme pa occurs elsewhere in the 
New Testament only in St. Luke (xix. 47; Acts 
xvii. 11). "OgetAnua was most probably distasteful 
to St. Luke because it belonged to the vulgar idiom— 
there is no doubt that it is the original word; juets 
is replaced by avToi in order to avoid the threefold 
repetition of the same word (St. Luke is also fond 
of omitting the pronominal subject before the verb— 
vide supra on St. Matt. v. 44, 48, and elsewhere) ; 
kal yap also is a phrase that St. Luke uses elsewhere 
(vide supra on St. Matt. v. 46). The perfect adiapev 
is certainly as original as the we (vide St. Matt. v. 23) ; 
St. Luke has here attenuated the full and important 
significance of the petition. Lastly, the interpolation 
of mavti (with participle instead of substantive) is 
also Lukan—vide supra on St. Matt. v. 42 and else- 


where. The question whether the amplification of 
the prayer is due to St. Matthew himself, or whether 
he adopted it in the form it had already taken in 
the Church (vide supra), is one that cannot be 


definitely settled (warep judy 6 év T. ovp. seems to 


betray the style of St. Matthew). An original form 


«| maTEp ” and the fourth, fifth, and sixth petitions) 
must have existed, and there is nothing to say 


against its having stood in Q. The seventh petition 


_ like the first three has strong points of resemblance 


E 
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with the prayers of the Synagogue, and it is certain 
that St. Luke would not have passed over this 
petition if it had existed in his exemplar. 


St. Matt. vi. 20: @yo- St. Luke xii. 33°: @yo- 
, A € a ‘ ° / b a. 
aupiCere de vmiv Ono- avpov avécderTov év Tots 
avpovs év ovpave, Orov ovpavois STrov KAémTNG 
ovTe ons ovTe Boao ovK eyyiCe ode ans 
i) , ey, , , 
apaviCe: kat OTov KAer- draOetper, 
Tat ov diopvacovaty ovde 
KAETTOUTLY. 


Taking also into consideration verse 19 of St. 
Matthew and verse 33* of St. Luke, it is at once 
seen that St. Matthew gives a saying which is com- 
plete in itself, while St. Luke adopts, as it were, only 
a reminiscence of this saying, which he binds up with 
the command to sell all things and give alms (cf. his 
enthusiasm for this ideal in the Acts). Moreover, 
the phraseology and the selection of words betray the 
deliberate choice, and thus the secondary character of 
St. Luke. AsaOetpew (also POetpew) does not belong 
to the vocabulary of the gospels, but is classical ; the 
thief and the moth are not easily understood apart 
from St. Matt. vi. 19; éyyiGew is a feeble word which 
St. Luke was fond of using (it is not found in St. 
John, occurs three times in St. Mark, six or seven 
times in St. Matthew, twenty-four times in St. Luke), 
and dyvéxAerrros also belongs to the language of 
literature (St. Luke loves such formations, cf. xvii. 1 : 
avévdextos; xi. 46: dvcBdoraxros; Acts xxvii. 12: 
avevOeros). Accordingly, the plural ovpavois, which 
is much rarer in St. Luke than in St. Matthew, can 
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alone be claimed for Q, wherein verse 19 must also 
have stood, as is shown by the dé of verse 20. Verse 
19 runs: uy OncaupiCere Uy Oncavpous emt Tis Yiic, 
Srov ane cat Bpaois apaviCer, kat Sov xérrat 
dtopvecovew Kat KAérrovew. Only, if reference had 
been made to treasures upon earth, do the moth and 
the thief explain themselves. 


St. Matt. vii. 13: St. Luke xiii. 24: 
Hicé\Oatre dia Tis aywviCer Oe eloeA Oeiv dua 
oTevns TUANS OTL TAG- THs gTevis Ovpas, Stu 

ba e , ervke ky ’ ’ Cay , 
tela [4 wvAy] Kat evovxw- mToAXol, AEeyw vuiv, Citn- 


euLeLN A =e. 9 9 a by ? 
pos q 600s q aTrayoura els GOuGLV eloerd Oeipy Kal OUK 


4 9 - A , 5 , 
Thy aTedeay, Kal TOAAOL taxXUGoVEL, 
— etow of elo epxomevot ov 


a 





a 





avtTis: (14) dri orevy 


€ Le 


4 wiAy Kat TeOAuMEern 74 
0009 4 amayouca eis THY 


, \ 47 24 e 
Cony, Kal oALyot elo ot 
eC. 7 9 , 
EVPLTKOVTES QUTIV. 


As in the former passage, so here St. Luke gives only 
an extract, wherein, however, he develops the teach- 


ing by means of aywviCerOe and Citicovow (aywu- 
Cer Oa, a classical word not found elsewhere in the 


gospels, though it occurs in St. Paul; St. Luke also 
writes éCytijoauey é€eAOciy in Acts xvi. 10, and a 
Gyreiv which is not given in St. Matthew is also 
found in St. Luke’s parallel to St. Matt. x. 39; with 
ovk ioxvev, compare also St. Luke vi. 48, viii. 43, 
xiy. 6, xiv. 30, xvi. 3, xx. 26; Acts vi. 10, xxv. 7). 


‘The converse theory that St. Matthew here, and in 


vi. 19 f., has worked up a shorter text (Wellhausen), 
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is absolutely incapable of proof. 


St. Luke has 


written @vpa for 7vAy, because he omitted « the way,” 
so that @vpa would more naturally suggest. itself. 
St. Luke thinks of the door of a house (vide also the 
following verse 25); Q and St. Matthew think of the 


gate of a city. 


St. Matt. vii. 16: azo 
TOV KapTaV émiyvocer be 
avrous' wre TvVAAEY ov- 
ol aro axavOav ora- 
puardas i aro TptiBorwy 
avKka; (17) ovtws ray 
dévdpov ayabov kap7rous 
KaNous ToLEl, TO O€ cam pov 
dévdpov Kap7rous movypous 
(18) ov dvvarat 
dévdpov  aryadov KapTrous 
Tovnpous éverykely, oude 
dévd pov TamTpov Kapmous 
kaXovs roieiy. 

Cf. also St. Matt. xii. 
33:  moujcate TO dép- 
dpov KaAOV Kat Top 
KapTov avTOU KaXor, 
1 TomoaTe TO dévd pov 
Tam pov Kal TOY KapTov 

ue , ; ‘ 
avTov campo éx yap 
TOU KapToU TO dévdpov 

4 
ylvwoKeT at 


TOLEl. 


St. Luke vi. 44, 43: 
4 4 °° ~ 
€KaO'TOV dévdpov €k TOU 
tolou KapTOv yivecKe- 
9 A rd ) ~ 
Tal ov yap e& axavO@v 
, a SOA 
guAXeyoucty cia, ovde 
éx Barov orTapuAny 
Tpuyeow. (43) ot[ yap] 
éoTiv oOépy pov kxandov 
TOLovY KapTOY car ov, 
ode [aad] dévdpov 
Tam pov Tolouy Kap mov 
KAAOM. 


St. Matthew found the saying in two sources, and 
therefore gives it twice, probably intermingling the 
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two forms. Which of the two sources is Q, is to be 
determined by comparison with St. Luke. (In regard 
to the order of the clauses—whether St. Luke verse 
44, stood before verse 43—we are no longer in a 
position to say anything definite.) We may be sure 
that Q had the words && tod kaprov ro dévdpor 
ywaoxerat (EcarTov was probably added by St. Luke— 
an interpolation of the same character as the was 
which he is so fond of inserting in the text—like- 
wise (dcov, which is, moreover, wanting in D). Also 
the rhetorical question of St. Matthew 16? is original ; 
St. Luke has often removed such rhetorical questions 
(vide supra on St. Matt. v. 46, 47). Baros is a more 
choice expression than tpiBodos, and is therefore 
secondary, and the Lukan distinction between 
ovAAéyerv and tpuvyav is certainly appropriate, but 
for that very reason it can scarcely be original. 
St. Luke chose the singular cradvA7jy, because he had 
also replaced the plural rp:8. by the singular Baros. 
The 17th verse of St. Matthew is wanting in St. 
Luke; the latter may have considered it superfluous. 
(It is nevertheless a Semitic practice to give positive 
and negative expression to the same thought in 
adjacent clauses.) For ov divarat ... éveyxeiy... 
mowivy, St. Luke reads: ove éoTw ... Towvy ... 
mowovv—this participial construction is Lukan; the 
evangelist probably also wished to avoid an infini- 
tive aorist and present in close connection. It is, 
moreover, noteworthy that neither #veycoy nor any 
of its derivatives are found in St. Luke’s gospel. 
The singular cap7év in St. Luke and St. Matt. 
xii. 33, together with the adjectives «adds and 
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Matt. xii. 33) must have 


campos (see likewise St. 
stood in Q. 


St. Matt. vii. 21: 
mas 0 Aéywv jot Kvpte 
Kupte ela eAeUoeT al els THY 
BaciXelav TOV oupaviay, 
GAN’ 6 mola TO OeAnma 
Tov TaTpds ov TOU év 

ets ‘ 
Tois ovpavois. 

(24) was obv doris dKovet 
Mou Tovs Adyous TovTOUS 
Kal mote avTous onorer6hj- 
eTal avdpl ppovimy 6 OoTls 
roddungey avTou = 6TH 
oikiay én Thy mer pay. 
(25) Kat Karr eB ry Bpoxn 
kat 7AOov of morapol kat 
émvevcay of aveuor Kat 
wpocéeTer av Ty oikia exelvy, 
Kat ouK emecey’ TeDemeNwro 
yep ert Thy mér pay. (26) 
Kal mas 6 aKovwy frou Tous 
Adyous TovTovs Kal pH 
TOLWY AUTOUS OMowOceT aL 
avdpt wwpe, datis &Kodd- 

) lal A Seed SIE 

Myoev QUTOU THY Olklay emt 
THY dumor, (27) kal 
caren 1 7 Bpoxn Kat 7AOov 
ot ToTapol Kal émvevoay 
of dvenot Kat ™pooeKo\yav 
Ty oikia éxelvy, Kat eTrecey, 


OF JESUS 


St. Luke vi. 46-49; 
vii. 1: ti 0€ me Karcire 
KUpLE KUple, Kal OU ToLETe 


ad Néyw; 


(47) mas ovv epxduevos 
4 

Tos ME Kal aKovwy Hou 
TOV Adyov Kal Trolwv av- 
Tous, vmodeEw vuiv rin 
éotly Suowos. (48) Suords 
eorw avO pare otko0o- 
mobvre olkiay, O¢ éoxaypey 
Kat eBauvev Kat eOncev 
Oeuértov ert Thy méT pay. 
TAnuuvons dé yevouevns 
mpocépngev 6 r) TOTAMOS TH 
oikia éketyyn Kat ovK loxuoev 
wuncorer avuTny Ola TO 
Kaos oikodouncba adbrijy. 
(49) 6 0& adxo’cas Kat 
My wouoas Smows éorw 
avOpadre | oikodopaiorayre 
Otkiay é7t Thy yi Xwpis 
OeueRiov, 7 mpooéongev 6 
ToTapds, kat evOv¢ cuvére- 
oev, Kal eyévero TO /parywua 
THs oiklas éxelvys Méeya. 


INVESTIGATION 


A » A A 
Kal Av 4 wTao avThs 
, 
meyarn. 
(vii. 28, viii. 5) Kat 
> , (vA ] 4 € 
eyeveTO OTE eTéeAewev O 
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(vii. 1) éseidy émd7- 
pwoev TavTa TA pyuaTa 
auTou . . elanr\Oev eis 


Kadapvaovp. 


Ty A Q , , 

noous Tous Aoyous Tov- 

9 , A 

Tous . .. eereAOdvros dé 
9 wn 9 , 

avrou eis Kapapvaoum.. . 


It may be questioned whether St. Matt. vii. 21 and 
St. Luke vi. 46 are really derived from Q. The 
common source perhaps lies far in the background of 
time, and we may not with absolute certainty claim 
the verse for Q. If, however, an attempt is made to 
reconstruct Q, then 6 Aéywy jor Kvpte 1s, in respect of 
originality, certainly to be preferred to caNeiv ue Kipte, 
and «to do the will of my Father” to “my words.” 
St. Matt. 22, 23 and St. Luke xiii. 26, 27 are quite 
independent of one another (I have therefore refrained 
from printing these verses in the above passage), even 
though here also a common source lies far in the 
background. It is most probable that we have here 
genuine instances of translation-variants—compare 
OMoAOYITH adrois Ort ovdeToTE eyvwv Umas: aTroxw- 
petre am éuod of épyaCouevor THv avoulay with 
eyo duly, ovK olda md0ev éoré* amoaTnTe am Kou 
mavres épyarat adixias. In regard to the parable 
which certainly stood in the common source, Well- 
hausen has remarked that in St. Luke it is more life- 
like, and that its reference to the different characters 
of the Christian community is more obvious and dis- 
tinct. Even if this were so, it would have little weight 
in determining the superior originality of St. Luke’s 
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version. But I cannot share Wellhausen’s impression, 
except perhaps in the case of the very descriptive 
words: 0¢ éoxarvey kat éBabuvev Kat &Onxev OcméArov. 
St. Matthew often omits such descriptions, so that 
these words are perhaps original (yet, on the other 
hand, we have ground for hesitation in the fact that 
the first two verbs are found in the New Testament 
only in St. Luke; cxdwrew again in xiii. 8 and xvi. 3; 
I shall, however, return to this point). As for the rest, 
the text of St. Matthew for the most part deserves 
the preference (with perhaps the exception of iodeiEw 
kTA. in St. Luke, for this Urodeiew receives a certain 
attestation from another passage in Q, viz. St. Matt. 
ii. 7 = St. Luke iii. 7, and is once again omitted by 
St. Matthew in x. 28, cf St. Luke xii. 5). The intro- 
duction of the parable accordingly ran perhaps some- 
what as follows: aé@e ody doris akover prov Tods 
Adyous ToUTOUS Kal ToLE avrTous, vTovelEw vuiy rit 
éotiv Smowos. Smowds éotw Kr. And yet it may 
very well be that dzode/Ew was inserted by St. Luke, - 
and that the somewhat illogical future passive opoto- 
Giicerat has in this case a claim to originality. St. 
Matthew writes: was ody 8erw akovet Kat movel, St. 
Luke in better Greek: a ody (€pxdmevos mpds me Kat) 
akovwv Kat roy. St. Matthew writes : av0pt berris 
exodounocev, St. Luke: avOparw olkodouobrTt. St. 
Matthew, ad’roo THY otklav, St. Luke in better 
Greek: oikiav. St. Matthew - kal karéBn Bpox, 
St. Luke avoids the vulgar Bpoxi, and writes in the 
genitive absolute TAnumvpns yevouerns. St. Matthew 
thinks of storms of rain and wind, but to St. Luke it 
seemed improbable that these could overturn a house, 
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and he therefore supplies a flooded river. For ovx 
icxuoev, as Lukan, vide supra on St. Luke xiii. 24. 
St. Matthew writes: was 6 dxovwy kat uy Troy, St. 
Luke more correctly: 6 de axovoas kat my Touoas. 
St. Matthew writes: éri ryv dumov, St. Luke—be- 
cause he saw that a man could build a house firmly 
even on sand—vwrites: emi tay yiv xwpis Oeuediov. 
As these words are certainly added by St. Luke, it is 
therefore improbable that the « ¢@ykev Qeuédtov” 
occurring in a former verse stood in Q. This, 
however, also renders “éoxavpev cat éBa0uvev” very 
doubtful. The original parable simply distinguished 
between the house on the rock and the house on the 
sand, just as St. Matthew gives it. The thought that 
a good foundation depends wpon labour is first intro- 
duced by St. Luke, and was suggested by the words 
in Q: reOcuediwro ért riv wétpay, where, however, 
the emphasis rests upon zrérpav. Why indeed should 
St. Matthew have omitted this trait if he had found 
it in his exemplar? On the other hand, it is quite 
intelligible that the simple contrast of “rock and 
sand” did not seem sufficient to a later writer, who 
reflected that still everything depended upon the 
laying a good foundation, whatever the nature of 
the soil might be. Moreover, cvuzimrety is certainly 
less original than the simple wimrew, and it is very 
clear that the words speaking of a great breach are a 
correction ; for «the falling was great” is a solecism. 
In St. Matthew dpévmos and wwpds alone cannot be 
claimed for Q; for uwpos is exclusively confined to St. 
Matthew among the four evangelists (occurring seven 
times in the first gospel), and pornos also occurs in 
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this gospel seven times (never in St. Mark, twice in 
St. Luke). 

It is a most important point that St. Matt. vii. 28 
and viii. 5 have a parallel in St. Luke vii. 1; for 
from this it follows with certainty that even in Q 
large portions of the Sermon on the Mount occurred 
together, and that the Sermon was followed by the 
Cure of the Centurion’s Servant in Capernaum. But 
both evangelists have altered the wording here; for 
éyéveto Ste éréAccey is a phrase that is often repeated 
by St. Matthew (vide xi. 1, xiii. 53, xix. 1, xxvi. 1), 
and the genitive absolute (efseAO@dytos avrov), which is 
added, likewise shows the secondary character of the 
text of St. Matthew at this point. But the Lukan 
text is shown to be secondary by ézed} (never 
occurring in St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John; 
five times, however, in St. Luke’s gospel and Acts), 
as well as by ravra ta pjuara (never occurring in 
St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John; thrice again in 
St. Luke). ‘There seems, therefore, no hope of recover- 
ing the original wording of the source before the 
words eianAOev es Kadapvaov. 


St. Matt. viii. 5: 
HiceAOovros de avrot 


St. Luke vii. 1-10... . 
elanrAVev els Kagap- 


els Kadapvaotm 7 p0- 
onrOev adir@ exaTOvTap- 
Xos wapakahov adroy 
(6) kat Aéywr" KUpte, 6 
mais pov BéBAnra ev tH 
olkia mapaduTiKos, Setvas 


Bacanomevos, (7) Aéryer 


, e = , 
vaoumw, (2) exatovTap- 
xXovu de Twos SodAos KaKGs 
exw Huedrev TeeuvTar, ds 
Oy (pee ee BJ , 
iV aUTw evTimos, (3) aKxov- 
cas Oe rept rod 'Incov 
amrérreiey pds avrov 
mperBurépovs rev ’lov- 
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auto * eye eAOwy Oepa- 
mevew avTor. (8) 4 amroKpl- 


Beis de 6 éxaTd vrapxos 
y+ 9 ° A 
en Kipte, ovK elul 


ixavos tya mov bro THY 
oréyny eicéAOysr adda 
Movov eimée Adyo, Kal 
tadjoerat ri) mais fou, 
(9) Kat yap eye av Opw- 
Os efjue UTO éEouciay, 
éxwv vm’ éwavToy oTpa- 
TIMTAS, Kal Néyo TOUTH 
mopevOyTt, Kat mo peve- 
Tal, Kal GAAw* EPXOUs 

Q 4 
kai &pxeTat, Kal To 
dovAwm pout Toincoy 
ToUTO, Kai wotei. (10) 
axovaas de 6 ‘Incods 
éOavmacev Kat elev 
Tots akoAov0otcty aunv 
Neyo vpmiv, ovde ev T@ 
"Iopanr TOTAUTHY Tic- 
TLy evpoV. 

(18) kat efrev 6 ’Incots 
To éxaTovTapyy Uraye, 
ws émiarevoas yer Pirro 
co. Kat (a0y 6 Tais év Ty 
wpa éxelvy. 


? 


OF THE TEXT 


15 


dalwy, épwray avrov Stas 
éA Ow dtacwoy TOY dovAOY 
) A e A 
avrov. (4) of de Tapa- 
yevomevot 710s rov ’In- 
awouy mTapekaXovy au ov 
oTrovdalws, A€éyoures OTe 
EA , > oe , 
aks éarw C7 mapeen 
TOUTO, (5) ayanG yep 
TO eOvos ape Kal ‘THY 
guvaywyiy avTos WKOOOMN- 
cev nuiv, (6) 6 dé "Incots 
éropeveTo cuv avtots, on 
dé avTov ov Mak pay a7eé- 
XovTos amo The olklas, 
4 f ee 
Ereuney pirous O €KaToV- 
Tapxns A€yov aT: "KUpLe, 
pi oKUAAOU: ov 74 ika- 
vos elute va bro THY 
, ° , 
oréynv pov etoéXOns: 
(7) dvo ovde éuaurov jéloca 
7 pos eOciv' adda 
9 A , Mh: , 
elme oye, Kal tadijirw 
6 mais feov, (8) kal yap 
éyw avOpwros emt 
vo éEovciay Tago0- 
[evos, eXov um émavroy 
TT pPATLOT as, Kat eyo 
TOUT" ropevOnr, Kal 
Topever at, Kat GRO 
EpXov, Kat EPXET ML, Kat 
TD OOVAM fou. Toino ov 
ToUTO, Kat mote. (9) 


‘ 
ve 
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x tA A ~ e 
akovcas o€ TavTa 6 
>) ~ >’ , 9 
Incots éOavmacey ai- 
‘ 4 

TOV, Kal orpadpes TO 
b) a ] a 4 
axorovbotyTt wre dxyrw 
D 5 , Rees ns 
eimev’ NEyw vmiv, ovde 
2 lov IS) 4 Ld 
ev T@ Topanr TOT AU- 
THY TIO TL ed pov. 

(10) cat vmoorpérlavres 
els TOV OLkoV of Tren Oevres 
@ A € 
eipov tov dodAov vy.al- 
VOVTG. 


In this section at least it is obvious that all 
traits in St. Luke different from or in addition to 
St. Matthew do not proceed from Q, and that 
St. Matthew thus transmits the source in the more 
original form. The two deputations to our Lord 
(in place of the personal interview of the centurion) 
are a later addition. This is strikingly shown 
(1) by the fact that the long speech which St. Luke 
assigns to the friends is intelligible and appropriate 
only if it was spoken by the centurion himself, and 
(2) because also in St. John (iv. 46 ff.) the centurion 
(GaciAKds) comes himself. An attempt to distinguish 
between that portion of the additional matter in 
St. Luke which perhaps came to him through tradi- 
tion, and that for which he himself is solely re- 
sponsible, is under such circumstances unnecessary. 
I would only remark that evTimMos (verse 2), of Tapa- 
yevouevor (verse 4), orovdatws (verse 4), pmaxpay 
amnéxew (verse 6), did (verse a), akiovv (verse 7), the 
passive taccec Oa (verse 8) are, as far as the gospels 
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are concerned, exclusively Lukan (dio alone occurs 
once in St. Matthew); and, again, that it is in the 
style of St. Luke to supply objects to the verbs 
(Gf: St. Matthew verse 10 and St. Luke verse 9), 
and likewise to add ris (cf. St. Matthew verse 5 and 
St. Luke verse 2). Again, dracw ew can be claimed 
as Lukan, as well as the alternation between dQréc- 
tetNev (verse 3) and ézeuryev (verse 6), and the 
pleonastic orpadets (verse 9). It cannot be shown 
that St. Matthew has altered the text of Q (note 
among other things the éy# of verse 7, which is so 
characteristic of Q); moreover, traces of this text 
still appear throughout St. Luke’s version, even at 
the beginning of the narrative where the trans- 
formation is so complete (vide also zrais of St. Luke 
verse 7, while dodAog is used in verse 2). Thus ois 
axorovBovow (St. Luke, 7@ axodovOoivre ato dyrw) 
is also original, probably also the aunv. With the 
uy oxvAXov of St. Luke verse 6, compare St. Luke 
viii. 49 (St. Mark vy. 35). The concluding verse 
has a completely different form in St. Matthew and 
St. Luke. Later I shall give what I believe to be 
sufficient justification for the bold hypothesis that 
_this verse did not stand inQ. Here I would only 
point out that St. Matt. viii. 13 is almost exactly 
like St. Matt. xv. 28 (Canaanitish woman), while 
St. Luke winds up the passage with a conclusion 
of conventional character. 


St. Matt. viii. 11: St. Luke xiii. 28, 29: 
Aéyw dé tuiv Ott ToAAot exet ora 6 KravOmMds 
amd avaToA@y kal dug- Kai 6 Bovypuos ray 
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“A er 4 3 
hav nEovew Kat avak- 
ALOncovrTar pera ’AB- 

aa Kat ’loaak Kal 
TacrwoB év ry Bac 
Aelia TOV ovpavar 

e \ el A 
(12) of dé viot rip Bact- 
Aelas ex BAHROHcTovTat 

] , 9 A 
[e&eAevoovrar] els TO 

, 


\ 3s 9 = 
OKOTOS TO eEdbTepov" EKEL 


+ e ‘ <>. 2 
éotrat o KAavOmos Kat oO 
Bpvymos tay dddvTay, 


odovtwy, Srav dverbe 


"ABpaau kat ’loaak 
A T A 4 , 
kat ’laxkw8 Kat ravras 
Tous mpoditas év TH 


Bactrela Tov Oeod, tmas 
de éxBarrouévous Fo. 
(29) cat #Eovcw ao 
avaToA@y Kat duopov 
4 5) \ ~ A 4 
kat [a7ro] Poppa Kal VOTOU, 
kal avakArtOhsoovrat év 
ty Baoireia Tot Oeod. 


If we represent the order of the component 
clauses of St. Matthew’s version of the saying by 
the series 1, 2%, 2°, 2°, 3, 4, then the order of St. 
Luke is given by the series 4, 2°, 2°, 3, 1, 242% It 
is here evident that 4 occupies a false position at 
the beginning, for éxe? is thus out of connection (it does 
not connect with xiii. 27); hence 4 after 3, the 
order of St. Matthew, is original; 2° (é v7 Baotreta 
7. 8.) occurs twice in St. Luke, which of itself shows 
that 2*»° belong together, and that 2* (kal avaxAcO7- 
covrat) is thus in place at the beginning, coming 
after 1. The order of St. Matthew is accordingly 
original. The change of order in St. Luke is due 
to the transposition of 4 (éké «TA.) to the beginning, 
for which the reason is not obvious. This required 
further transpositions and also the interpolation of 
OwecOe (so that the thought of the passage now 
reminds us of the Rich Man in Hades). IIdvras 
Tous mpoOjras is also secondary; also over Oe with 
double accusative is Lukan. If in St. Matthew, 
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eeAcvcovTa is the right reading, as is probable, 
it is then the translation of the Aramaic N’phag, 
which acts as the passive to Appeg (éxGadrew)—vide 
Wellhausen ; but St. Luke here has not given a new 
and better translation of the Aramaic word, but 
has simply replaced the poor Greek ¢£edevcovrat 
by éx@adrAouevous. The phrase eis +t. oxdros T. 
e€dérepov occurs in the New Testament only in 
St. Matthew, and that thrice (vide xxii. 13, xxv. 30). 
Here also it is inserted by the evangelist, who again 
probably introduced zoAAoi at the beginning (else- 
where it is not unusual for St. Luke to supply subjects 
to subjectless verbs). On the other hand, Borras and 
Notos certainly belong to the Hellenic evangelist. 


[St. Matt. x. 7: zropevo- 

A , , 

Mevor Oe KypicoeTe Xé- 

yovres OTL iryyikev 9 
Baoireia THY ovpaver.] 

(12) eisepydmevor dé eis 
Thy okiay acracacbe av- 
tiv’ (13) kal éay per fi 9 

Cals ’ uf % 7 @e 9 , 
oikia agia, eMaTw 4 etonvn 
Umav em’ avtTyv? éav de My 
BR FT athe) ea \ 
h a&ia, 7 elpnvn Unay mpos 
Umas emiaTpapyre. 

(24) ovk gor pabyrns 
Umep TOV diWacKkaAov ovdE 
dovAos v7ep TOV KUpLov 

° lal ° x an 
avTov, (25) apkerov Tw 
paOnty, wa yévnTat ws O 
diwWacKkaAos avTov, Kat 6 
dovAos ws O KYpLOS avrov. 


[St. Luke ix. 2: dzéc- 
TeiAey auTous Kypvacew 
% , ~ lal A 
thy Bacirelav Tov Oeot Kai 
tag Oa]. 
(x. 5): els jv 0 dy etaéd- 
Onre oikiav, mpa@rov Xeé- 
9 a 
yeTe* elonvn, T® olky 
, 4 oN 9 9 a 
Tout. (6) Kai eay 7 eked 
vios eipnvys, eravamrancer at 
em’ avTov 7 etpyvy Uv: et 
dé piye, es’ vmas ava- 
, Y } 
Kaper, 
(vi. 40):  ovx 
4 C7 4 A 6. } , 
haOntns vTEep TOV d.Wac- 
‘ A 
KaAov? KaTNPTLTMEVOS de 
Pe A- ¢ e z 
mas tora ws 6 dwWackados 
avrou. 


4 
eoTly 
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St. Luke has transformed the direct discourse of 
St. Matt. x. 7 into narrative. The words kai (ac0a 
are a Lukan interpolation, as is suggested by the fact 
that our Lord’s work of healing is the chief point of 
interest with St. Luke. He also delights to give 
special emphasis to the Mission of the disciples. 
Again, the record that the Kingdom was the sub- 
ject of their preaching is of later character than 
the tradition that it consisted of the proclamation 
“iyyixev.” It is, however, very questionable whether 
we are at all justified in assigning this clause to Q. 

The conjunctive relative (St. Luke x. 5) is a con- 
struction which is very frequent in St. Luke, belonging 
to the characteristics which distinguish his style from 
those of the other evangelists, with whom it is of rare 
occurrence. HicéA@yre is a grammatical improve- 
ment upon eicepxduevor. St. Luke has also avoided 
acmraCerPa in St. Matt. v. 47; he substitutes the 
words of the greeting itself, deriving them from what 
follows. It is also undoubtedly due to later reflexion 
that the worthiness of a single inhabitant of the 
house replaces the worthiness of the whole house. 
Moreover, St. Luke elsewhere uses the phrases, “ sons 
of light” (xvi. 8), “of this generation” (Jc. and xx. 
34), « of consolation ” (Acts iv. 36), «of the Resurreec- 
tion” (St. Luke xx. 36). Nothing similar is found in 
St. Matthew. “Atos, used absolutely, is also found in 
St. Matt. x. 11 and xxii. 8; St. Luke has avoided 
it (on linguistic grounds rightly). ’Exavarajoera 
(for éA@aTw én’ aviv) is found again in the New 
Testament only in Rom. ii. 17, and shows by the 
repeated preposition that it is alien to the simple 
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_ language of the source. St. Luke reads e? for éav, as 
_ (vide supra) in St. Matt. v. 46, 47 (e@ is rare in Q). 
The middle émarpéperOa is avoided by St. Luke in 
the gospel and the Acts (see, on the other hand, 
St. Matt. ix. 22; St. Mark v. 30, viii. 33; St. John 
xxi. 20); it probably belonged to the vulgar idiom. 
In St. Matt. x. 24 f., St. Luke seems to me to have 
omitted the clause concerning the lord and the 
servant because it was superfluous and sounded quite 
trivial. ‘That the second half of the verse in St. Luke 
proceeds from the same source as St. Matthew, is 
shown by the words ws 6 dwWacxadros aro’. It is 
therefore impossible to accept Wellhausen’s theory 
that we have here an instance of faulty translation 
from the Aramaic, and that was must be taken 
adverbially (= perfectly). St. Luke has often inserted 
mas, and the reason why he has here made such drastic 
changes is easily seen. Verse 25 in St. Matthew (i.e. 
in the source) sounded as if every scholar could 
without difficulty become as his master; St. Luke 
somewhat pedantically wished to make such an in- 
ference impossible. Also xatypticpévos, which does 
- not occur elsewhere in the gospels, though indeed in 
St. Paul (Rom. ix. 22; 1 Cor. i. 10; 2 Cor. xiii. 11; 
cf. Heb. xi. 3), is a word of somewhat choice char- 
acter, and hence points to the style of St. Luke. 
"Apxerdy occurs once again in St. Matt. vi. 34, 
otherwise not in the New Testament (St. Matt. vi. 34 
also comes probably from Q, but the parallel is want- 
ing in St. Luke). The text of St. Matthew in this 
passage shows no trace of secondary elements. Even 
| the jyyuev of verse 7 is original; the narrative form 
| F 





| 
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of the parallel verse in St. Luke made it not very 
easy to include this word, vide supra. 


St. Matt. x. 27: 6 
Aéyw vuly ev TH TKOTIG, 
Mg ? oe f La 
eiTate €v TH wrt: Kal O 
elg TO OUS aKoveTe, KNpU- 

A UA 
Eate émi Tov Swpmaroy. 
(28) Kal py poBeiabe a aro 


X 
TOV don TevvovTeN TO 


coma, THY O€ abuxny my 
Ouvamévwy amroKkTelvat' go- 
BeicOe dé maddrov Tov 
duvapevoy Kat rbuyny Kat 
gua amoéca ev yeevyy. 
(29) ovxt dvo orpovila 
agcapiou twAééiTat; Kal ev 
é& auTay ov Teceira ert 
THY Yh avev Tov TAT pos 
vuav. (30) vucv de Kat at 
Tplxes Tis Kepargrs raca 
joOunuévat eiciv. (31) wy 
odv oBeicbe* moda 
ot povOiwy Siapépere vmeis. 
(32) was otv dati 6modo- 
yijoet év emot eum poo Bev 
Tov avOpdrur, OmoAoynow 
Kayo év ait eumpocbev 

A , ae 
TOU TaTpOs pov TOU év 
tois oupavois. (33) Satis 
d€ dpvijonral me eum por bev 
Tov avOpdrov, apvjcopat 


St. Luke xii. 3: 


aN , if > a 
TH OKOTIA €iTaTe, ev TH 


4 9 
ood €V 


dwt axovebjcera, Kai 6 
7 pos TO ovs éAaAhocare év 
Tots Tapmelols, Knpux Ojrerat 
él Tov OwpaTwr. (4) eyo 
O€ viv Tors pirors Mou, 
pn poBnOnre aro Tay 
AMOKTEWOVTWY TO THO 
Kal MeTa TATA MY eX OvTO@Y 
janes * 
WeplacoTEpov Tt Tothoat* 
(5) vrodetEw O€ vuiv tiva 
poPnbire: popiPyre TOV 
META TO ATOKTELVAL exovra 
eEouctay éuBarety els THY 
yéevvay val, Aéeyw Univ, 
TovTOV poBiOnre. (6) ovxi 
TEVTE or poulia TwAovYT at 
agcapiwy dvo; Kal &y é& 
avT@y oUK got &ri\eAno- 
Mévoy évomtov Tov Qeod. 
(7) adda Kal aé Tptxes TIS 
keparjijs v Upey Tact 7t0- 
pnvrat. pn poSciaOe: ror- 
A@v or povOley Stacpépere, 
(8) Adyw dé duiv, mas ds 
ay omoroyiion év  euot 
eum poo Oey TOV avOpdmey, 
Kat 0 vlogs Tou avOpe7ou 
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Kaya avTOV eum poo bev Tob omoroyijce ev ato &u- 

TaTpos pou Tov ev Tois mpoabey Tav ayyéAwy TOO 

ovpavois. cov. (9) 6 de dpryca- 
eves Me evoTlioy Tey 
avOpadrrwv arapnOyrerat 
evoTrloy TOV ayyéAwy rob 
Oeov, 


Wellhausen recognises, in his remarks on St. 
Matthew verse 7, that St. Luke is here secondary. 
Probably he wished that our Lord should not appear 
as a mystagogue.—As he had already used etzrate 
in the protasis he wrote axoveOjcera in the apodosis, 
and then he was again obliged to alter dxovere and 
to replace it by eAaAjoare; moreover, dkovew with 
eis TO ovs offended his sense of style as an uncouth 
construction; St. Luke substitutes the more correct 
Aarety 7 pos To ods. Again, éca is more correct 
than 6. Then kypvgare is changed into kypvyOjcera 
parallel to axova@jcera:. Finally, the contrast, « ear 
and housetop,” was too grotesque for the Hellenic 
artist ; he therefore softened it by interpolating « in 
the secret chambers.” 

Coming to St. Matthew verse 28, we see that the 
Aéyw vuiv Trois iro mou can scarcely be original. 
St. Luke felt the faulty connection of the two verses, 
and therefore begins a new paragraph; moreover, 
“ didor” is a characteristic word which belongs both 
to the Lukan and the Johannine writings. My 
poPyOire is more elegant than uy PoPeicbe (St. Luke 
has allowed the present in St. Matthew verse 31 to 
stand). St. Luke says nothing concerning «the 
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slaying of the soul”; it is not clear for what reason 
(he also omits «the soul” in verse 5). I conjecture 
that « the slaying of the soul” was a monstrous idea to 
the Hellenic evangelist (and besides wrepisoorepdy tu 
betrays the Lukan style). The vzrodeiZw of St. Luke 
may be original, but need not be so (vide on St. 
Matt. vii. 24); it stands in place of uaddov, which 
is incorrect Greek. Again, arodéca év yeévyy is bad 
Greek; St. Luke substitutes éu@areiv e’s. By the 
repetition of Aéyw and PoByOnre at the close of the 
verse, St. Luke yet again points to its importance. 
Naturally this emphasis is not original. 

The existence of the variants, “two sparrows for 
a farthing” and “five sparrows for two farthings” 
(verse 29%), is an enigma. Had sparrows become 
cheaper? In 29° no one will doubt that St. Matthew 
has the original text. This is shown also in the 
phraseology: évwmoy is peculiar to St. Luke among 
the synoptists (it does not occur in St. Matthew 
and St. Mark), and ovx éstw émi\eAnou. is the 
language of literature. St. Matthew’s ratyp tua 
for Geds (vide supra on St. Matt. vi. 26) is alone 
secondary. 

In St. Matthew verse 30, St. Luke’s arrangement 
of the words is grammatically more correct, but that 
of St. Matthew better suits the sense, and is accord- 
ingly more original; 7iOunvra is of course a cor- 
rection for joOunueva eiciv. St. Luke replaces the 
weak dé by the stronger word aAXa. 

In St. Matthew verse 31, Wellhausen is right in 
asserting that we have here an instance of false 
translation from the Aramaic (aoAAGy in place of 


| 
| 
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mod); but the error already occurred in Q, for 
St. Luke also gives a similar text. The pronominal 
subject (vets) is omitted by St. Luke, as is so often 
the case. The ody in St. Matthew is doubtful. 

St. Matt. 32 f.: St. Luke again marks the new 
thought by introducing the words Aéyw de dvpir. 
«Son of Man,” which he reads in his version of verse 
32, cannot be original; for in verse 33 he also has the 
“I” (like St. Matthew in both places). However, 
gumpoobey vr. ayyéAwv is certainly original (vide St. 
Mark viii. 38); here again we find support for the 
theory that St. Matthew has probably often inserted 
the phrases, «my Father which is in heaven,” «the 
Father which is in heaven,” into his source. In 
verse 33 both the participle 6 dpyycauevos as well 
as evwmioy and arrapyynOjcer at (for apvnco pat Kayo 
avrov) are Lukan (St. Luke uses the passive more 
frequently than the other evangelists). 


St-- Luke xii. 51: 
Ooxeite Ort elonuny Ta,pe- 
yevouny Sovvar ev TH Yn; 
ouxi, Aéyw uuiv, adn 7 
draueptror. (53) drauep- 
wa Pic ovrat marhp éml via 
kat viog émt Tarp, marrnp 
emt Ouyarépa Ka Ouyarnp 


St. Matt. x, 34: ma 
voutonre OTt HAOov Bareiv 
etpnvny emt Thy yn" ouK 
jAOov Bareiv etpyvny adda 
paxapav. (35) 7Oov yap 
duyacat avOpwrroy Kara 
Tov TaTpos avTov Kat 
Buyarépa KaTa TIS penTpos 


UTE 


QuTis Kat vippay KaTa TiS 
mevOepas aurhs. [(87) 0 
tev marepa i pnt épa 
éue ovK éoTiv jou 
ag.os: Kat 0 pia viov 7 


em THY MITE pa, mevOepa 
ert THY wun QuThs Kat 
way emt THY mevOepay. 
[(xiv. 26) él THs epxerat 
TOs [Me Kat OU ploee TOV 
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Thy 
payrepa Kat THY yuvaiKa Kat 
Ta TéKva Kal TOUS adEd- 
cpous Kat Tas ddeh pas, & éTL 
Te kal THY éEavToU \buyiy, 
ov dvvarat eivat pov wabn- 


TIS. | 


lal AQ 
Ouyatépa vmép &ue OUK aurou Kal 


marépa 
éoTw pov aé.os.] 


(38) Kat Ss ov AapBaver 
TOV oTavpoy avTov Kal 
axoAovbel oricw pov, ovK 
éorw jou GE tos. 

(89) 6 O evpioy Thy Vox 


avTov amoXéoel army, Kat 


(xiv. 27) dots ov Bac- 
Tae TOV oTaVvpov EavTOU 
nies 2 , b) 
Kal EoXeTal OTiTw Mou, OU 
Ovvarat eivat pov manne. 
as 33) ds éav Cimon 
buxny adrov Tept- 


ae amoANécet av- 
? -~ ow bd a Cray. A 3’ Ey 2. , 
avToU Evexev Emo evpicer THY, Os adv amroAevet 
QuTHY. Cwoyorjre: avrny. 
(40) 0 Sexduevos vas < 
éue odéxeral, Kat 6 eue 
Q 
dexdmevos déxeTat Tov 
, 
ATOTTELNAVYTG [he 


6 amodécas THy wyxnv 


€ 9 , 
16) 6 dkovwy tjpev 
9 Lat “9 , \ e 5) a“ 
€“0U akovel, Kal 0 aBerav 
e lal > A 3 A e 4 +) A 
uuas eme AOerel? 6 de eue 
° ~n ) a Ni i) 
alerav aberet Tov amroc- 
A U 
TeLAavTa pe, 


In St. Matthew verse 34, we find that St. Luke has 
again inserted Aéyw vuiv. Mn vouionte 87. FrOov 
occurs also in St. Matt. v. 17; doxetre is found in Q 
(St. Matt. xxiv. 44—St. Luke xii. 44); yet there is 
some doubt whether this verse belongs to Q. As, 
however, St. Luke has here the interrogative form, 
which he has often obliterated elsewhere, we must 
decide in his favour. Kiprny Sovvar év TH va is 
certainly an improvement in style; Tapeyevouny is a 
choicer word than #\ ov, and dra pepo pov (here only 
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in the New Testament) than payaipay, lastly, the 
arrangement of the words in St. Luke shows more 
artistic skill. The same stands good of St. Matthew 
verse 35=St. Luke verse 53: drauepiruos was the 
cause of the substitution of drapepis Onc ovrat for 
ArOov dexdoat (the latter word is wanting in the 
LXX, and may also have been disliked by St. Luke) ; 
marnp emt vip Kal vios éxt rarpt is more correct than 
the awkward avOow7mrov KaTa TOU TAT pos avtov. For 
symmetry St. Luke also repeated the “mother and 
daughter,” and the « mother-in-law and daughter-in- 
law.” 

It is difficult to come to a definite decision con- 
cerning the relationship of St. Matthew verse 37 to 
St. Luke xiv. 26. It may be doubted whether Q is 
here the common source, however certain it is that 
some such source lies in the ultimate background. 
It is probable that St. Luke is strongly influenced by 
St. Mark x. 29, that muceiy, and likewise ér: te Kal 
(re is Lukan), must be assigned to him, that he has 
formed the conclusion of this verse after the pattern 
of the one which follows, and that St. Matthew has 
preserved the text of Q unaltered. (This may also 
be true of St. Matthew verse 36, which is not printed 
above: «Kat €x Opot TOU avO pwrrov [vide avOpwmos in 
verse 35] of otkvaxot avrod. St. Luke omitted the 
whole verse because it seemed to him quite super- 
fluous after verse 35.) 

The saying of St. Matthew verse 38, occurs twice 
in both St. Matthew and St. Luke and once in’ St. 
Mark. ‘The two forms printed above are derived 
from a single source, since they are both negative in 
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form, while the other three begin with e¥ ris Oédeu. 
Again it is the original form of the negative version 
which occurs in St. Matthew: this evangelist writes 
8s, while St. Luke, in better Greek, writes doris, the 
former speaks of “taking” the cross, St. Luke of 
«“ bearing ” (« taking,” of course, is intended to mean 
“bearing”). St. Matthew writes pleonastically (ac- 
cording to Semitic idiom) dxoAovbeivy dricw, St. Luke 
corrects it into gyecOa dricw. On each occasion 
St. Luke writes ov dvvara: efval mov waOnrys for ov 
éorw pov a&os. One understands how the former 
phrase could have taken the place of the latter, but 
not how the latter could have replaced the former 
(concerning the avoidance of a&£wos, vide supra on St. 
Matt. x. 13). 

The saying of St. Matt. x. 39 is one of the two 
sayings of our Lord which is found in all four gospels 
(twice in St. Matthew and St. Luke). St. Matt. xvi. 
25 and St. Luke ix. 26 are derived from St. Mark viii. 
35; thus St. Matt. x. 39 and St. Luke xvii. 33 come 
from Q (in all the six versions the expression éoA- 
Avew Thy \uxiv is found). 

St. Luke here uses the words Tepito Oat (vide 
Acts xx. 28; 1 Tim. iii. 18) and Cwoyovelv (vide Acts 
vii. 19; 1 Tim. vi. 13), which are wanting elsewhere 
in the gospels—they are doubtless secondary ; in sense 
they are identical with owCew—that is,with the Aramaic 
“ahi” (vide Wellhausen). Moreover, the Cition of 
St. Luke is very suspicious; for in St. Matt. vii. 13 
(St. Luke xiii. 24) this evangelist has again inter- 
polated Cyrjcovew. St. Luke evidently regarded the 
expression Tyv Wuxi evpeiy as not clear enough; St. 
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John also has replaced it by piretv tHv uyny. Only 
we are surprised to find that in this verse St. Matthew 
has the participle and St. Luke the finite verb (with 
ds éav); elsewhere almost always the reverse is the 
case. St. Luke was probably influenced by his ver- 
sion of St. Mark which he had given previously in 
ix. 24. “Evexey éuov is interpolated by St. Matthew 
(from St. Mark). 

St. Matt. x. 40: The second half of this saying is 
the other of the two utterances of our Lord which are 
found in all four gospels. In St. Mark ix. 37 we find 
the saying concerning the reception of the little child 
(in whom Jesus Himself is received), which concludes : 
Kat os dv éme déxnrau, ouUK eue déxeTau GANG TOV 
arooretAavta me. Upon this passage are dependent 
St. Matt. xviii. 5 (but without the second half) and 
St. Luke ix. 48: kat 09 dv cue déEyra, déxerat TOV 
dmocreiAavta pe. In the three other passages (the 
two printed above and St. John xiii. 20: 6 AapBavev 
dv twa mépryrw éuée AapBaver, 6 de eue Aap Bavov 
ayCaver Tov wéurpayra pé) the reference is to the 
reception of those who preach the gospel. The 
agreement of St. Matthew and St. John in this 
saying (St. Matthew déyecOa and amocreidat, St. 
John AauBavew and wéu-ac— genuine translation- 
variants) suggests the conclusion that St. Luke has 
here arbitrarily altered and amplified. The motive 
is clear from the slight alteration made by St. John. 
In St. Matthew (Q) the saying applies to the reception 
of the direct apostles of our Lord. This application 
no longer suited the circumstances of a later time, 
and more particularly of the Diaspora. Therefore 
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we read in St. John 6 AauBavwy ay twa euro, and 
St. Luke changes « reception ” into « hearing ” (in the 
sense of “obeying”), with its contrast “setting at 
nought.” For a@ereiy in St. Luke, vide 1 Thess. iv. 
8: 6 aberav ovK avOpwrov aberes GAA TOV Oedy (and 
St. Luke vii. 30: ryv BovAny Tod Aco 70érncav); for 
the thought in St. Luke, vide Acts ix. 4: DaovA, Ti 
me dukes. It is thus proved that in the two last 
verses of this section the Lukan text is again secondary, 
although, owing to the marked difference between 
St. Matt. x. 40 and St. Luke x. 16, it must remain 
doubtful whether this very widely circulated saying 


occurred in Q. 


St. Matt. xi. 2: ‘O 8 
"Iwavyns axovoas év To 
decpwrnpiy Ta épya Tov 


St. Luke vii. 18, 19: 
Nee , ? , € 
kat atyyyeray ‘Iwavver of 
padnrat avtov Tepl TAVTWY 


a U \ 
Xpirroi, mwéurbas ua 
Tov pwabytav avrov 
elev auTw* 


TOUTWV, Kal TpocKaderd- 
Mevos Ovo Twas TOY pa- 
Ontov avrod 6 ’Iwavyns 
émeurpey mpos Tov 
KUpLtov Néyor" 

St. Luke has already told us (iii. 20) that St. John 
the Baptist had been imprisoned, it was not therefore 
necessary to mention this again; but something of the 
sort must have been mentioned in Q; hence the éy TO 
decnwrnpin of St. Matthew is original. «To hear 
the works” is an awkward expression—on the other 
hand, the corresponding passag of St. Luke is of the 
conventional type; likewise, réuxbar dud gives an im- 
pression of greater originality than the T™pooKane- 
capevos (€reurvev) of the formal gospel style. Lastly, 
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the interpolation of tivés and 6 xéptos is Lukan, and 
the repetition of the name J ohn shows that the version 


in verse 18 is not original. 


preserved the text of Q. 


St. Matt. xvii. 20°: 

i) A yS , € 

Eav éxnte micti ws 
, a 

KOKKOV TLVATEWSs épeire 

TO oper ToT: peTtaBa 

évOev éxel Kal } peraBioeran: 


St. Matthew has thus 


St. Luke xvii. 6: eé 
exeTe TLoTLY WS KOKKOY 
gTlvaTews, EAeyeTe dv TH 
CURA PLY (ravTn) ° exput- 
wOnte Kat purevOyrt € év TH 
Oaraccn* Kal vanKovoev 
av vpiv. 


St. Luke, as is often the case, has written ef for 


a7 
é€ay. 


The commentators recognise that St. Luke has 


replaced «the mountain” by “the fig tree”—a re- 
miniscence of the « Cursing of the fig tree,” which he 


omitted. 


St. Matt. xviii. 12: ri 


Upiv Ooxel; éav yévar at 
TLVL avO pore EKATOV 
T poBara Kal trav év 
a auT OY, oui aabrioet 
TO pemcorrs évvéa emt 
TO dn kat mopev0ers 
Carrel TO TAAVEMEVOY ; (13) 
Kat €ay arama? evpely 
ard, ay deyo Umi, OTL 
Xaipel én auto MaA)ov 
7 emt Tols éverjxovTa éevvéa 
Tois Mi TETAGYNEVOLS. 


St. Luke xv. 4: Tis 
av Opwnos e& tuov Exov 
éxaTov mpoBara kal 
amoAéoas €£ avTa@r Ev ov 
kaTadelmes Ta eVvEvr- 
KovTa évvéa ev TH Epyuw 
A ASN N 
Kal mopeveTat eT TO 
drroAwNos Ews evon auTo; 
(5) kat evpav émeriOnow 
DAN 
él TOUS cous avTou 
Xaipor, (6) kat édOwv els 
Tov otKOV ourcanel TOUS 
pirous Kal TOUS yetrovas, 


Aeryov avTois* cuvxapnreé 
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Mot, OTt epov Td rpdBa- 
TOV Lou TO aTOAWASS, (7) 
Aéyw vuiv Ste obTws Xapa 
érrat év TH ovpave ert évl 
AUAPTWAG MeTavoooyT 7 
él évenfeovra évvéa Stxal- 
ous, otrives ov Xpelav &you- 
TW METAaVOlas. 


St. Matthew has the principal interrogative clause 
in the apodosis; St. Luke by using the participial 
construction (as so often) makes the whole into one 
interrogative sentence. The former is original, like- 
wise the awkward yiverOa (St. Luke éyew). The 
e& iuov of St. Luke is out of good connection. St. 
Luke writes dzroAdcas for mAamOy, because with his 
construction he was compelled to avoid the change 
of subject. Karanelze is an evident correction for 
the clumsy adyjon. ’Emt ra 6pn and év rq Eoniuw 
might be regarded as translation-variants, if it were 
probable from other passages that St. Luke had 
knowledge of the Aramaic original of Q; St. Luke 
has here replaced the special by the more general 
term. Again, he writes 7d daodwdds, because he 
had already written dzodécas, St. Matthew gives TO 
mAavémevoy (in accordance with the rAamO7 of his 
text). Topevera: é} rd is good Greek for zopevOels 
Cnre?. The un-Hellenic phrase éay yémrat evpeiy is 
replaced by the correct evpov. Here, therefore, the 
text of St. Luke is shown to be everywhere secondary. 

St. Luke verse 6, and indeed the principal part 
of verse 5, have no parallel in St. Matthew. They 
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may have stood in Q, and St. Matthew may have 
omitted them because they only give colour and finish 
to the parable; however, nothing certain can be said 
upon the point. ZuvcaAciy is found eight times in 
the New Testament, including seven times in St. 
Luke; also “neighbours” (St. Luke xiv. 12, xv. 9) 
and “friends” have a Lukan flavour ; guvyaipew is 
in the gospels exclusively Lukan (i. 58, xv. 9); and 
TO amToAwAds cannot have stood in Q, seeing that in 
a preceding verse it has been traced to St. Luke’s 
correcting hand. 

St. Matthew verse 13: Here the Aéyw vmuiv, which 
also stands in St. Luke verse 7, is important, because 
it shows that this asseveration also occurred in Q; it 
does not, however, follow from this that it is always 
original when it is given by St. Matthew or St. Luke. 
St. Matthew asserts that the owner rejoices more 
over the one sheep than over the ninety-nine that 
had not wandered; St. Luke gives the spiritual 
application and interpolates the idea of repentance 
(vide mfra St. Luke xvii. 3, 4 = St. Matt. xviii. 21, 22). 
There is no doubt as to which of these versions is the 
original. ‘Thus here also St. Matthew has the ancient 
text. 


St. Matt. xviii.15: ’Eayv 
oe AMapTHOY ri) adedpds 
cou, Uraye éXeyEov avTov 
meragu cov Kat avrov 
fovov, ay cov akovcn, 
éxépdyoas Tov adehpdr 
cou. 


St. Luke xvii. 3: éay 
auMapTy 6 adeA Hs cov, 
ec Neg 
ETITIUNTOV AUTO, Kal éav 
meTavojoyn, aes avTo, 
(4) Kal eav emTaKls TIS 
nmépas amapTion els oé 
kat émrans émotpey 
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A A , A 
mpos ae AEywv' MeTaVvoe, 
SLAs 
apjoes are. 

4 

(21) Tore rpoceAOwv 6 
a , 

Ilérpos efrev abro: Kuple, 

x 

TOTAKIS amapTHre eis eue 

6 adeAds mov Kat apjcw 

? fox (4 €: , 99 

QUTM; ews emTakic; (22) 

/, 9 ~ € ? a ’ 

Aeyet avT@ oO 'Incovs: ov 
, 

Aéyw cor ewe émrakts, 
, 

GdAa ews éBdouncovTakis 

, 
eTTG. 


At the first glance the text in St. Luke, because it 
is the shorter, seems to be therefore the more original 
in form; as a matter of fact, it presents to a certain 
extent the longer form, and besides rests upon a confla- 
tion of ideas. It is the longer in that St. Luke alone 
gives Tis yuépag and speaks of repentance (just as in 
xv. 7), of which nothing is said in St. Matthew verses 
21 f. In St. Luke the point upon which emphasis is 
laid is the sinner’s repentance; while St. Matthew 
(z.e. Q) is concerned with the question of uncondi- 
tional forgiveness, not in the case of sins in general 
but in the case of personal in jury. St. Luke confuses 
the two cases. Here, however, St. Matthew too is 
not original, for his version in verse 15 is already 
determined by the subject-matter of the following 
verses (16 and 17). The text must have run: éty 
auaprioy (auapty of St. Luke is a grammatical 
improvement) 6 adeAdds cou, ereyEov atrov (irae 
belongs perhaps to the style of St. Matthew ; the rare 
éAeyEov is certainly more original than the frequent 
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émitiunoov). The saying is, however, still imperfect, 
hence we cannot do without the following clause: 
édy cou axovay éxépdnoas TOV adeAdy cov. 

The other saying in St. Matthew verses 21 and 
22 is quite independent of the previous one which 
St. Luke has blended with it. The absolutely 
un-Hellenic construction of its clauses, the equally 
un-Hellenic éws, and the érra (for éwraxis) at the 
close, are enough to prove its originality—although 
the introduction of St. Peter may be secondary. 
The éBdounxovraxis érra probably seemed to St. Luke 
too paradoxical. 


St. Matt. xix. 28: vets St. Luke xxii. 28, 30: 


a 7, , e rn 0é ’ € 
of aKxoAovOjravrés mor... vpels O€ EoTE Of CLamenery- 
’ 4 4 , ? > tal 9 a 
kabicesOe emt OwoeKa KOTES peT EMOU EV TOIS 
, A a 
Opovovs Kpivovtes Tas elpacmois mov. . « Kal 


OwdeKka pudas TOU "Ioparnr. kabijceaOe eri Opdvey Kpi- 
vovTes Tas dwdeKa cpuAas 
TOU ‘Iopapr. 


It is obvious that the introduction in St. Matthew 
is more original—besides, diauévery only occurs once 
again in the gospels, and that in St. Luke (i. 22); 
and the plural zre:pacuoi is not found anywhere else 
in the gospels, though it occurs in Acts xx. 19. The 
rest is identical in the two versions; the number 
« twelve,” twice repeated, must be regarded as 
original. 


St. Matt. xxiii. 4: St. Luke xi. 46: kal 

eo a a , 

Acouedovaw de dopria wtpiv Tots vopiKors oval’ 
, A > , ae I ‘ 2) Q , 

Bapéa Kat énitiBeacw emt poptiCere Tovs avOpwrous 
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Au LA “ bd A 
Tous wuLous TOY avOpwrwr, 
9 A A ce Va ee cy 
ato! dé TH SaxTiAw adrov 
9 lan >) r 
ov Oedovow kujoa adra, 


(18) ovat dé duty, Ypau- 
Marels Kat Papicaion iro- 
kptrai, Ort KAelere THY 
Bacirelay rev ovpavay 
eum poo Oev TOV avOparwy: 
Umels yap ouK elaépxer Oe 
ovde Tovs eirepyomevous 
apiere eiaed Oeiy, 

(23) ovat vuitv, Ypap- 
Mareis Kat Papicaior UTro- 
Kptral, Ott amodekatoorTe 
TO HOVOT MOY Kal TO avnPov 
Kal TO KUMUVOY, Kat adnate 
7a Bapitepa rob vO [L0V, 
THY Kplow Kat TO ereos 
Kal Thy wioTW, TabTa dd 
eet Trojoa KaKelva un 
adetvat, 

(25) ovat vmiv, ypapy- 
Mares kai Papicaior bro- 
KpiTal, Ort caQapiCere TO 
eEwOev Tob ToTnplov Kat 
TNS Tapov/idos, érwOev dé 
ryémovet e& apmayis Kat 
axpactas.) 


, , \\ 
optia dusBacrakra, Kat 
avrol évt Trav dOaxTUAwY 
UM@V Ov mpoorpavere Tois 
poprtiors. 

. Ce Ca er 
xl. 52: oval vuiv Tots 

a (4 ax a, 
vomiKols, OTL Hoare [éxeTe] 
THY KAeida THs yvacews* 

? A ? ea} AN 
avTol ouK elo7A\OaTre Kat 
, 

TOUS eizepxouevous &KkwAv- 


oare. 


xl. 42: ovat vuiv trois 
Papicaiow, St. drodexa- 
TOUTE TO HOVOTMOY Kal TO 
myavoy Kat Tay Aaxavov, 
Kat Tapépyer Oe Thy Kpiow 
Kal THY ayamyv tod Ocob. 
[ravra ede roijoa KaKeiva 
wn Tapeivau, | 


xl. 39: viv vwuer of 
Papicaio +6 eEwOev Tov 
, QA na , 
TOTHPLOV Kal TOU TivaKos 
kabapiere, TO 06 écwbev 
~ , ig n~ A 
UMOY yemel aoTayiis Kal 

if 
Tovnpias, 


1 St. Matthew verse 26 and St. Luke verse 41 are not without 
connection, yet do not lend themselves easily to comparison. In 
the first place, St. Luke 41a (obx d moujoas 7d LEwhev Kad rd éowdey 


K 


. eEwOev 
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[(27) ovat vpiv, ry pap- 
persis Kat Papicaior UTro- 
Kperal, ort Tapomoratere 
Tapors Kekoveapevous, olrwes 
pev paivovrat 
wpaiot, érwOev dé yémovow 
OTTEWY vex pw@v kat Traons 
axabapcias.] 

(29) ovat vpiv, ypap- 
parels Kat Papicaior UTr0- 
Kptral, OTL  olkodomeiTe 
Tous Taous TOV mpopuray 
Kal KOOMEITE TO pvnpecia 
Tov ducaiwr, (30) Kat ré- 
yeTe* et ueOa ev Tails 
¢ , A , e A 
MEALS TOV TATEPWY NOY, 
oux dy Hue0a avTov KoLWw- 
vol €v TH aluaTl TAY TPO- 
gutov, (31) dcre paprv- 
pete éavTois OTL Viol éorre 
TOV poverravroy Tovs 
mpopiras. (82) Kal vyseis 
TAnpwrare TO MET POV TOV 
TATEPWY UMLOV. 


OF THE TEXT 
[xi. 44: 


> A e \ a ‘ 
eoTE WS TA pYNnuEia TA 
ao A eS € 
adnAa, Kat of avOpwrror of 


97 


(Sh Wl tn oe 
ovual UMLVY, OTL 


fr , , 
TEPLTATOUVTES ETAYW OUK 
oA 
otdacw.] 


b aa ge) i 
AT: ovat viv, Ort 

i} A ‘ a 
oixodomerTe Ta mynueta 


Tov TpoduTay, ot O€ 
/ e “A ° , 
TATEPES ULV GTEKTELVAY 
avtous. (48) dpa map- 
TUpEs CETTE Kal TUVEVOOKELTE 
Tois epyos TeV TATEpwv 
€ cal iv b) < A 2: , 
UM@V, OTL AUTOL MEV ATTEK- 
Umels O€ 


’ , 
TElvVaY avTOUS, 


S) an 
oikoOoMerTe. 


érolnoev;) has not any parallel in St. Matt. 26 ; the same is the case 
with the vocative, Bapwate tupdé, of St. Matt. 26. Whether the 
words xaddpicov mp&rov 7d évrds Tod mrornplov and hiv ra evdvra ddre 
2renuootynv go back to one Aramaic source (wherein “ dakki” was 
confounded with “zakki”) is doubtful. The latter halves of the 
verses, Wa yévytas kal 7d éxrds adrod Kabapby and kal (50d mdvra Kabapa 
suiv éorw, are alone really related to one another. If, however, a 
single source was here really used, then St. Matthew has the more 


original text. 
G 
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(34) dia TobTO idod eyo 
e Lal 
aTorTEeAAw 7 pos ULas 
, ss 4 Q 
mpopiyras Kat cogous Kat 
ypampareiss e& adrav 
GmoKteveite Kat oTAupw- 
OeTE Kal €& avrey MaoTy- 
woeTe €v Tals cuvaywryais 
€ ~ A , ’ QA 
ULOV Kal OuEere a7ro 
mOXews eis moAw* (35) 
Srrws eAOy ep’ vuas wav 
aiua dikatoy ex XULYO evo 
emt Tie ys aro TOO alua- 
tos "ABeX Tod dixatov Lws 
TOU atuaros Zaxaptov 
en , ee > , 
viov Bapaxiou, ov epovev- 
care meragu TOU vaov Kat 
TOU Ovovarrypiov. (36) 
° iy , eee) Y an 
anv Neyo viv, HEE TaUTA 
mwavTa emt Thy ryeveay 
TAUTHY, 


xi. 49: dia rovTo Kat 
n Zogia Tov Qcov etmrev: 
ATOTTEAG els adrovs 7 po- 
giras Kai arorToAous, Kat 
€& avrav aroxrevotcw Kat 
exdiwEovow, (50) iva ex Cn- 
TON TO aiua TwavTwY Tov 
TpopyTayv TO eK XUYYOMEVOV 
amo KataBorje KOO LOU 
GTO Tis ryeveas TAUTNS, 
(51) aro atuaros “ABer 
éws aluatos Zaxapiov TOU 
a7roNomevou Meragv TOU 
Bvovarrnpiou kal TOU ot- 
kov' val, Aéyw Uuiv, ex (nT n- 
Ojcerat aro Ti yeveas 

, 
TAUTNS. 


St. Matt. xxiii. 4: For Seomevew opria, which 
is scarcely intelligible Greek, St. Luke has written 


opriCev opria (cf, in this evangelist, xvii. 24: 


, eee 
agTpary agrpartrovca, Acts xxviii. 10: 


eviunoav, Acts iv. 17: 


TiMais 


aren areAnooucOa, Acts 


v. 28: mapayyeria mapynyyeiAauev, St. Luke xxii. 


15: éeriOupia éreOvunoa, xxiii. 


46: hwrijcas povy 


[likewise Acts xvi. 28], vi. 8: dvacras éorn, Acts 


v. 4: pévov Euevev, St. Luke 


uAakas). 


The construction of 


ii. 8: purAaccovres 
popriCew with a 


double accusative filled the place of émirOéaow.— 
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dvaBacraxros is literary Greek and Lukan, vide 
supra the remarks on St. Matt. vi. 20=St. Luke 
xii. 33.—<évi 7. daxr. is a stylistic correction of, and 
lends emphasis to, T@ daxT’Aw.—mpoc\avew (for 
kwvetv), because it is a compound, is shown to be a 
correction.—In St. Luke this verse stands among 
the Woes against the scribes; this may be correct. 
_ St. Matthew introduced the verse into a description 
of the Pharisees which he had taken from a separate 
source, and so was able to arrange a list of seven 
Woes. And yet it may well have been otherwise 
(vide infra on verse 25); it is evident that in Q 
part of the subject-matter occurred in a description 
of the Pharisees, part in the form of Woes.—Nowuikos 
is found six times in St. Luke, never in St. Mark, 
St. John, and St. Paul, once in St. Matthew (xxii. 35), 
but the latter occurrence is doubtful. The word, there- 
fore, certainly did not stand in the source; St. Luke 
has substituted it for « Pharisees,” or has combined 
it or used it alternately with the latter word (vide xi. 
39, 42, 43), perhaps in order to remind his un- 
instructed readers who the Pharisees were (cf Acts 
xxiii. 8 f.). The xai of St. Luke, verse 46, is 
probably to be counted original. 

St. Matt. xxiii. 13: The combination of scribes 
and Pharisees is also found four times in St. Luke 
(v. 30, vi. 7, xi. 53, xv. 2). If he had found it here 
he would certainly have given it in his text. Since, 
however, he writes vouicoi, we must suppose that 
only « Pharisees ” stood in Q (vide supra on verse 4).— 
- bmoxprrat is much more frequent in St. Matthew 
than in St. Luke; and in St. Matt. xxiv. 51, St. 
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Luke has replaced it by &rorot. Whether it stood 
in Q in the passages we are now considering cannot 
be certainly determined; probably Q ran: ova! Upiv 
tois Papicaiow.—It is obvious that «tc hold the key 
of knowledge” is the correction, and «to close the 
kingdom of Heaven” is the original; moreover, the 
verb elaépyer Bau does not suit well with yar, which 
word occurs only once again in the gospels, and that 
also in St. Luke (i. 77, yvoows swrnpias).—St. Luke 
puts a’rof in the place of vets, for he does not 
like the personal pronominal subject expressed with 
the verb.—St. Luke gives the aorist eo\Oare instead 
of the present because, as a matter of fact, the 
“lawyers” did not possess the yveow.—St. Luke 
omits yap because its connection with the context 
is not clear, and he simply writes écwAtvcare instead 
of the circumstantial ovk apiere eicedOeiv, just as 
in the case of St. Matt. v. 40 he replaces apes wre 
by my kwrvons (kwAvew once in St. Matthew, 6+6 
times in the Lukan writings). 

St. Matthew xxiii. 23: Concerning the intro- 
duction, compare what has been said above on 
verse 13.—< Anise and cummin” (St. Matthew), 
“Rue and every herb” (St. Luke); the former is 
original (Nestle, « Expos. Times,” xy. 528; «“ Ztschr. 
f. Neutestamentl,” Wissensch. 1906, s. 10, believes 
that cummin and rue correspond to NAW and 
N2w).—7a Bapirepa Tod véuov is difficult of inter- 
pretation and seems to conflict with verse 4, ac- 
cording to which the very charge brought against 
the Pharisees is that they impose the heavy burden; 
the words are therefore omitted by St. Luke— 
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mapépxeoGe is a more elegant word than ddyjcate— 
It follows from é\cos—the middle of the three 
words in St. Matthew—that here conduct towards 
the neighbour is spoken of (Wellhausen); St. Luke, 
however, alters this and reads, « Ye pass by the 
judgment and the love of God.” The conclusion of 
the verse found in many manuscripts of St. Luke is 
an interpolation from St. Matthew. It can scarcely 
have stood in Q, for it is in accordance with the 
tendency of St. Matthew. Moreover, the preceding 
words kal tyv miorw are very doubtful. 

St. Matt. xxiii. 25: Here, in contrast to St. 
Matthew verse 4, St. Matthew has the woe and 
St. Luke the simple description (vide supra); the 
vov, which is found only here, seems to be original; 
St. Luke has substituted the more general word 
mivagé (cf. St. Mark vi. 25) for rapowis. He has also 
correctly interpreted the somewhat dubious éwOev by 
70 éawOev Uuov, and has replaced dxpacta, which seemed 
too special a word here, by the more general rovnpia. 

St. Matt. xxiii. 27: Wellhausen thinks that the 
text of St. Matthew is here more diffuse and less 
original than that of St. Luke.. But the sayings 
are absolutely different: in St. Matthew the Phari- 
sees are compared to whitewashed  sepulchres 
(whitened, in order that they might be seen of 
men); in St. Luke, on the other hand, they are 
compared to just the opposite, to sepulchres which 
cannot be seen. ‘The latter simile is only intelli- 


gible from Num. xix. 16: those who walked over 


the sepulchre were rendered unclean. The Jewish 
ordinance which lies at the background of the 
University of Seuthern Califerni. 
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version in St. Luke vouches for the originality 
of this text. And yet the text of St. Matthew 
can scarcely be due to intentional alteration. If, 
however, we are not allowed to assume that both 
verses belonged to Q, then St. Luke must have 
the preference, seeing that St. Matthew verse 27 
does not carry us much farther than verse 25. Only, 
the more elegant and appropriate ryjyetov (for 
tapos) is due to the correcting hand of St. Luke 
(tapos is not found anywhere in St. Mark and 
St. Luke)—see also the remarks on St. Matthew 
verse 29. 

St. Matt. xxiii. 29-32 = St. Luke xi. 47, 48, Does | 
St. Luke here give an extract or the original? We 
may confidently affirm the former alternative, because 
of the cold, matter-of-fact tone of St. Luke’s version. 
Moreover, its secondary character is also shown by 
anoxreivety for ovevery and by auvevdokeiv, which is 
peculiar to St. Luke and St. Paul (vide Acts viii. 1, 
xxii. 20; Rom. i. 32; 1 Cor. vii. 12, 13), as well as 
by Maptus, which occurs thirteen times in the Acts 
(uaptupeiy is found in St. Matthew only in this 
passage). St. Luke also avoids dare in the sense of 
itaque. However, the scribes and Pharisees are inter- 
polated here by St. Matthew (vide Wellhausen on 
this passage) as well as the words xa) KoomeiTe Ta 
Mynueia Tov Sicaiwy. St. Matthew often concerns 
himself with «the righteous” (side by side with 
prophets and such like people). We, moreover, 
note that the prophets alone are mentioned after- 
wards. Again, verse 32 is perhaps original—¢f. the 
clumsy phrase TAnpovy TO pmérpov Tav Tarépwy (on 
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the other hand, verse 33 is an appendix which has 
been fashioned after the pattern of iii. 7). 

St. Matt. xxiii. 34-36. We discover from St. 
Luke alone that our Lord here quotes an authority 
which He regards as inspired. The fact that we 
do not know what this authority was, is no reason 
for asserting that the passage in question is not a 
quotation, especially seeing that we read elev (not 
the present), and that our Lord could not possibly 
have said, «I send prophets, wise men and scribes.” 
We can easily understand that the dislike to represent 
our Lord as quoting from an apocryphal book, or 
some other motive, led St. Matthew to erase the 
quotation formula (his idov is, as it were, a substitute 
for what has been omitted, and dia Toro has good 
sense only in St. Luke). That St. Luke has inter- 
polated here is inconceivable. St. Luke has made 
drastic corrections in detail. As usual, he has 
omitted éyé before the verb; he has transformed 
the wise men and scribes! into apostles! (just as 
in 1 Clem. 42, Deacons are interpolated) ; he has 
changed drocré\Aw into amocteho (because of the 
conclusion of the discourse); he has inserted kai 
before é& avrév (pr.); he has replaced duéxew by 
ecdudxew, and the uncouth (Semitic) phrase ¢A@p eq’ 
tuas mav aima by ex (nTnOy TO alua ravTwy (the 
passive is enough to betray his style, also ék(yTety 
occurs in St. Luke alone among the gospels), also 
Baws, as in several other passages, by ta. For emt 


1 This word is certainly original, seeing that in the context of 
St. Matthew the ypaymarets are denounced, so that the evangelist 
himself could not have inserted them here. 
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THs ys, which seemed superfluous, he has substituted 
amo KaraBoAns Kécpov, words which seemed much 
less superfluous, and he has introduced yevea airy 
from verse 51 in order to lend greater precision to 
the solemn asseveration of the close of that verse. 
As in St. Matt. xxiii. 31, he avoids poveverr, replacing 
ov éboveicate by the participle rod doXopévov. 
Concerning the variants e’e av’rovs and 7 pos vuas 1 
have nothing to say, the two prepositions occur in 
parallel passages of the two evangelists without any 
recognisable reason for their variation. In orav- 
pocere Kal e& QuTayv MacTiyooere év Tails guvaywyais 
vuev we probably have an addition by St. Matthew— 
cf. St. Matt. xx. 19, MarTiy@rat Kal oTavpwrat—also 
amd édews eis rdw is probably interpolated in 
accordance with St. Matt. x. 23, likewise the two 
occurrences of “ dicatov”..(vide supra on xxiii. 29) ; 
St. Luke reads, but scarcely correctly, ravrwy roy 
mpopyray. Concerning viod Bapaxéov, I would point 
out (1) that it is not quite certain that these words 
are original in St. Matthew; (2) that as St. Luke 
does not read them, and as the gospel of the Hebrews 
according to St. Jerome’s testimony read « filium 
Joiade” [so also (in accordance with 2 Chron. 
xxiv. 20) a Greek scholion to St. Matthew], it is 
therefore very improbable that the words stood in 
Q. What reason could St. Luke have had for 
omitting them? Their historical control was not 
within his reach. We therefore ‘here refrain from 
discussing what Zacharias is meant by St. Matthew or 
his interpolator. There is no reason for suspecting an 
historical hysteron-proteron. In place of the « Temple 
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and the Altar,” St. Luke writes with greater precision, 
«the Altar and the House (of the Temple).” Lastly, 
the vai of St. Luke shows that duyy stood in Q; 
ex Cyt Oijoerat ard is substituted for #fe éri in 
order to take up the exCnrn On of the previous 
verse; this led to the omission of raita mavra, 
which words indeed do not express the sense very 
clearly in the context of St. Matthew (the subject 


to ex CNT. in St. Luke is To aiua). 


The absence of 


tod twice before aiuaros in St. Luke is probably 


original. 


St. Matt. xxiv. 26: 
"ay ouv elmwoty vuiv" (dou 
év TH epi eoTly, [AY eEen- 
Onre: (dou ev Tos Tapeiors, 
pe morevonre Ana aomep 
yp 4 aor parn e&epxerau 
GTO avaTOAGy Kal patverar 
gws Suepav, oUTwS ErTaL 4 
qapovola Tou viov Tob 
Bro porou" (28) Omov éav 
TO TT OMA, excel ovvax O7- 
govTat of aeTol. 

xxiv. 37: "Qomep yep 
at nme pat Tov NGe, ovTws 
éoTat mapovcla TOU vLov 
TOU avO purov. (38) ws 

. 
yap ioav ev Tais meepaus 
[exetvais] Tais To TOU 
KaTak\vomov TpwyovTes 


4 ’ A 
kat TWlVOVTES, yahouvTes 


St. Luke xvii. 23: kat 
Epovow viv’. idou 
idov dde* py amréAOnre 

pnde OusEnre, (74) domep 
ap 4 aoTpaTn aoTpaT- 
ue €k ah vo a 
oupavov els THY UT ovpavoy 


> a 
eKEl, 


Aaprrer, ovT WS éorau 0 vids 
TOU avOperou € ev 7 mM pe 


avrov. (37) Saou 76 
oaua, eke Kal of aerol 
émiovvax Ojo ovrat. 


(26) Kat Kabws éyévero 
év Tais nuepaus NGe, ovrws 
grrar Kat év Tails nuépais 
Tov vio Tov avOpmrov: 
(27) yoOov, éxwoy, éya- 
Hour, éyaulCovTo, ax ot iis 
nmépas elo hOev Nae els 
civ Ki Bwrov, kal jrAOev 6 
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Kat ‘yaulCovres, ape ite 
€ , Coan No 3 
nuepas etonOev Noe eis 

A) , 4 9% 
Thy KiBwrov, (39) KQL OUK 
+ Od x € 
eyvwcay ews 7AODev 6 KaTaA- 
KAvoKos Kat Hypev dmravras, 
ovTwWs érra 4 Tapovata 
Tov viod Tov avOpdrov. 

(40) tore éxovra dvo 
ev TH GYP®, els mapaap- 
Bavera Kat eis apierat. 
(41) dvo aAnOovem ev rH 

, , Ud 
MUA, Mia TapadauPaverat 
kal pla adierat, 
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4A Ree: , 
KATAKAUVG MOS Kal aTwAEC EY 
, 
TAVTAS. 


(84) Aéyw viv, Tairy 
TH vuKTl écovra dvo émt 
KAlys mas, 6 els Tapa- 
Anepeyncera Kat 6 eTepos 
apeOjcera (35) érovra 
Ovo GAnOoveat eri 76 aro, 


” pla TapadyupOycerat, 4 
o€ éTépa apeOnoerat. 


Clauses with éav may be presumed to have stood 
in Q; St. Luke often uses such clauses, and, again, he 
often alters them. As for the rest, it is difficult in 
St. Matt. xxiv. 26 to determine whether St. Luke 
has abbreviated or St. Matthew has amplified. The 
former alternative seems to me more probable, 
especially as dike, used in this sense, is a word 
characteristic of St. Luke and St. Paul. In verse 27 
aorpamrn aorpanrrovea is Lukan in style (wide note 
on St. Matt. xxiii. 4=St. Luke xi. 46); the rest 
of the clause in St. Matthew is also original (St. 
Luke guards against the idea that lightning only 
passes from east to west; cf a similar Lukan cor- 
rection of St. Matt. viii. 11=St. Luke xili. 29). 
Also 4 rrapovoia must be regarded as the reading 
of Q; it is indeed only found in St. Matthew, but 
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with the exception of xxiv. 3 (which passage may 
also be derived from Q), only in places dependent 
upon Q (vide xxiv. 37, 39). St. Luke has avoided 
the word, which belonged to the sphere of Jewish 
Messianic dogma and was an unsuitable term for 
that Second Coming in which Christians believed 
and which is here referred to—vide Wellhausen on 
St. Matt. xxiv. 3. St. Luke’s Aqua is a better 
word than gaivera, and is therefore a correction. 
"Ey ry iuépa avrot does not possess firm textual 
authority, but it is an indispensable element of 
St. Luke’s vocabulary—For the disagreeable word 
atoua St. Luke has substituted the more elegant 
aaua, he has deleted éay 7, has given smoothness 
to the clause by the addition of cai, and has replaced 
ovvax0, by the double compound émicvvay9. | 
St. Matt. xxiv. 37: On logical grounds St. Luke 
could not allow womep ai yugoa . . . obtws eorat 
4 japovoia to remain unchanged (besides this he 
is not fond of écrep—on the other hand, he uses 
xabos 16412 times, while in St. Matthew it 
occurs only three times). In regard to 7 wapovota 
St. Matthew is again in the right (vide supra on 
St. Matt. xxiv. 27). In place of the double com- 
parison (St. Matt. xxiv. 37 ff.)—one element stating 
the theme which the other develops—St. Luke only 
gives a simple comparison. The latter can scarcely 
be original; but St. Luke’s unoriginality is also 
shown by the imperfects. The use of the imperfect 
is a speciality of St. Luke, and shows his better 
feeling for the niceties of the Greek language. 
Moreover, é¢yapiCovro is an improvement upon 
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yauiCovres (vide Wellhausen), and is thus a cor- 
rection. Here again, as before in other pages, we 
find that the shorter text of St. Luke is not original 
but a revision. It almost necessarily followed that 
St. Matthew verse 39* should fall a victim to the 
reviser’s pruning-knife, nor indeed do we lose much 
thereby. 

Wellhausen calls St. Matthew verse 40 a poor 
variant of St. Luke verse 34; but in comparing 
St. Matthew and St. Luke it often happens that the 
poorer version—i.é. the version which is less good 
in logic and sense—is the original. Here, moreover, 
the motive which led to St. Luke’s alteration is 
quite clear. He wished by means of the examples 
given to express something which was not distinctly 
expressed in the original text—namely, that the 
Son of Man might come by night just as well as 
by day. Accordingly he changed rére into TAUTH 
™ vueri and replaced éy ro aypo by ért «rkyyg 
mas, again, he substituted for ef . . . ele the 
better Greek 6 ely .. . 6 &repos (likewise for pula 

- - mia the better Greek 4 ula... 4 €TEpa) ; 
lastly, he changed the present into the more correct 
future (so also in the following verse) and repeated 
the écovra: (in verse 35) which could not be dis- 
pensed with in correct composition. That the 
women grind “at the mill” (St. Matthew) was 
self-evident; it was not superfluous to mention 
that they grind éxt +d atté. Hence St. Luke 
substitutes the latter phrase for the former. 


There are thus about fifty variants in the case 
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of which we have found reason to question the 
originality of the text of St. Matthew; of these 
one-half coincide with the variants which we have 
characterised above (pp. 34 ff). The auyy A&yw 
vuiv in v. 18 may be original, likewise the auyy in 
vy. 26, the éyw Aéyw vuiv in v. 32, and the auyv in 
viii. 10 (vide supra). On the other hand, tov év 
ovpavois with zarpds (v. 45), ovpav@ in place of 
ovpavois (vi. 20), and 6 rarnp vuay for 6 Oeds (x. 29), 
are not original. We find circumstantial phrases, 
like those we have noticed above, in apooeAOdy 
(iv. 3)> 6 oe deroxpiOeis eirev for arrexpiOn (iv. 4), 
and TdéTe mpooed Orv 6 Lerpos elev avtT@ (xviii. 
21); we find interpolations in the « Pharisees and 
Sadducees” of chap. iii. 7, in the “scribes” in 
addition to the “Pharisees” of chap. xxiii. 23 
(together with the “hypocrites”), and the «scribes 
and Pharisees” of chap. xxiii. 29. «The righteous ” 
and “righteousness” also appear in these sections, 
vide vy. 6 («to hunger and thirst after righteous- 
ness”), xxiii. 29, 35 (bis), and probably also 
vy. 45 (yet here “the righteous” may perhaps be 
original because of the parallelism). The vaye 
in all three cases of its occurrence (iv. 10, viii. 13, 
xviii. 15) is probably inserted by St. Matthew—on 
the other hand, one cannot be quite certain whether 
the UTrodelEw of St. Luke, which does not appear 
in St. Matt. vii. 24 and x. 28, is original or not; 
it seems to me more probable that St. Matthew is 
in the right. No importance is to be attached to 
the slight stylistic variants in chap. iv. 9 (ready add.), 
viii. 5 (gen. abs. for finite verb), viii. 11 (woAAoi add.), 
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x. 81 (ody add.), xxiii. 4 (dé for cal), xxiii. 25 (voy 
om.), xxiii. 35 (rév add. bis). In these cases it is 
naturally impossible to give a definite verdict. It 
is probable that uy vouioyre (x. 34), in place of the 
interrogative doxe?re, is secondary (vide supra on 
doxeiv, St. Matt. iii. 9). Also the words Mopos and 
pornos, which expressly characterise the two builders 
of houses in chap. vii. 24, 26, are probably added 
by St. Matthew. 

Besides these instances there are, however, several 
others in which the modification of the text is of 
noteworthy, and at times of considerable, importance. 
In chap. iv. 11, at the conclusion of the story of the 
Temptation, the words “kat (dod adyyeXou mpoanrOov 
kat dixdvovy ait@” are inserted. Before this we find 
that the quotation, «Man doth not live by bread 
alone,” is continued (« but by every word, &c.,” iv. 4). 
In chap. viii. 12, “ets tO oxdros TO é WTepov” is a 
formula current with St. Matthew (for the simple 
é&w). But of considerably greater importance are 
the following instances, wherein we trace distinct bias 
of various kinds :— 

1. Jerusalem is introduced as the « holy city” 
(iv. 5); here we recognise the bias of a Christian 
of Jerusalem (note, however, that the term does 
not occur in the reproduction of a discourse of our 
Lord). 

2. The addition in chap. xxiii. 23 (Tatra ede 
Toljrat Kaxeiva 9 mapeivar) displays a Jewish Chris. 
tian reverence for ceremonial precepts.? 


1 The whole verse, xxiii. 27, is possibly an interpolation ; one 
cannot come to a clear decision on this point. | 
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3. The conception of réAeos is introduced into 
chap. v. 48 (cf the conception dikaros); a distinct 
ethical tendency is hereby indicated. 

4. In chap. v. 32, in reference to the question of 
divorce, an important limitation is given in the inter- 
polated phrase rapextos Ad-you Topveias. 

5. Another limitation is given in the ro wvevmaru 
(with of rrwxot) of chap. v. 3. 

6. The omission of the enigmatical quotation 
formula (xxiii. 34): kat 7 Zopia rod Oecov cirey, 
seems necessarily to presuppose the dogmatic bias 
of one who refused to recognise an uncanonical 
writing. 

7. The substitution of «Father in heaven” for 
the « Angels of God” (x. 82, 33) is connected with 
the evangelist’s Christological position. 

8. The addition of évexey euod in chap. x. 39 
is likewise due to the influence of Christological 
dogma. 

9. The addition of werakéd cod Kai avTod povov to 
freyEov avréy (xviii. 15) points to the existence of 
a stereotyped gradation of disciplinary rule in the 
Christian community. But it is questionable whether 
this passage in its present form belongs to the original 
text of St. Matthew. 

10. Lastly, in chap. xxiii. 34, St. Matthew has pro- 
bably interpolated the words kai oravpwécere Kal && 
aTev pmacTiyaéceTE ev Taig TWVAYywyais Uuov, and has 
added azo méews ets TOAW to dubfere. 

Probably these are all variations which St. Matthew 
has allowed himself to make from the transmitted text 
of Q (add also the clause éws av wavra yémrat in 
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Se 


chap. v. 18)."| Taking into account the considerable — 
size of Q, they are few in number and of slight im- 

portance. Yet, on the other hand, they are numerous’ 

enough to exclude the hypothesis that St. Luke did) 

not follow a source common to himself and St. | 
Matthew, but used the gospel of St. Matthew itself. 


As for the variants of St. Luke, they are eight to 
ten times as numerous as those of St. Matthew. As 
in the case of the former group (pp. 38 ff.), so also 
here it can be clearly shown that these variants are 
almost exclusively of a stylistic character. The twelve 
categories of our former list are now increased by 
several others. ‘The most important are the follow- 
ing :— 

13. He introduces the imperfect, erases the hist. 
present, and makes a correct use of the participle, 
imperfect, and infinitive present and aorist. 

14. He substitutes the infinitive of the verb for a 
prepositional clause. . 


1 Concerning viod Bapaxtov (chap. xxiii. 35), see my remarks on the 
passage jitself. If the words were added by St. Matthew himself, 
the question arises as to which Zacharias he was thinking of. In 
spite of Wellhausen’s discussion of this question, the last word on 
the subject has not yet been said. ‘The theory that it is the 
Zacharias who was slain in the Temple at Jerusalem in the year 67 
or 68 A.D. is, in my opinion, impossible; for though St. Matthew 
could well put a detailed prophecy into the mouth of our Lord, yet 
he could not have let him say: dv édovedcare. Since it follows from 
St. Luke that the saying in Q was not introduced as a word of the 
Lord, but as an utterance of the Sophia, this later Zacharias is 
absolutely excluded.—I do not wish here to go further into the 
question of the Lord’s Prayer. The address as it appears in St. 
Matthew suggests that the evangelist himself was the editor; but 
there are other reasons leading to a contrary opinion. 


i 
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15. He introduces the genit. abs. 

16. He amplifies, exaggerates, emphasises, accen- 
tuates. 

17. He writes Aéyery 7 0s> inserts Tis, completes 
objects, &c. 
| 18. In some cases he alters the whole style of the 
narrative, changes the order (vide pp. 38 f. and else- 
where), amplifies, curtails; the stylistic motive is not 
always apparent (other motives also enter into play, 
such as those which led him to the addition of new 
traits which enrich a simple narrative).* 
| 19. He has favourite words and particles which he 
interpolates, while on the contrary he avoids other 

words. 

Alterations in the subject-matter of the source 
showing distinct motive and bias are extremely rare 
when compared with those stylistic changes which 
‘remind us of the corrections constantly made in our 

; shymn- books. In what follows, I propose to deal with 
the most important of these material alterations :— 
' In the story of the Temptation (iv. 1-13) it is 
il xpressly stated that our Lord was in Himself rAjpns 
Be cvucro¢ aryiou, and that He was led into the 
_ wilderness not vo Tov mvevmaros but év mvevpart. 
(Also an opportunity is taken to let the devil explain 
‘Hhat all power over the world had been delivered to 
him, and that he could give it to whomsoever he 
willed. —The saying concerning divorce is altered: 
jit is made clear that the one guilty of adultery is 


<n a 


1 These variants, or, one may say, arbitrary alterations, range 
| between those of the least and the greatest interference with the 
text, He even replaces a mountain by a fig-tree. 


mn 
SAG 


114 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


he who divorces his wife and marries another.—Into 
the beginning of the Lord’s Prayer (xi. 2—4) there 
is inserted a petition for the gift of the Holy Spirit 
(eADerw TO dytov TVvEUMa cov ép’ nas Katt cabapirare, 
4as).—In the parable of the Two Houses (vi. 46-49), 
St. Luke has inserted the new thought that in build- 
ing everything depends upon the eee and laborious 
preparation of a Bere foundation.—In chap. ix. 2 
he has set “healing” side by side with the preaching: 
of the approaching kingdom as an equally important 
function of the disciples.—In chap. xii. 3 he shows 
a disposition to guard against our Lord being repre- 
sented as an esoteric teacher; in te following verse 
he has introduced « of piror fou” as a designation’ 
which our Lord had applied to His disciples, and in 
the same passage he has omitted the expression «to, 
kill the soul,” because it seemed to him—the Hellene 
—to be too paradoxical.—In chap. x. 16 he does 
not suffer our Lord to speak of the “reception” of 
the apostles (into the house); for this, at the time 
of the writer, was no longer possible, but of 
«“ hearing” them.— Into the parable of the Lost: 
Sheep (xv. 7), St. Luke has interpolated the trait of 
repentance, of which no mention was made in the 
text of the source (so also in xvii. 3, 4); in chap. 
xi. 52 he has substituted “gnosis” for the « king. 
dom”; in chap. xi. 42, ty aryamny tov Qeov for 
éXeos (and wists); in chap. xi. 49, “apostles” for 
“wise men and scribes”; and in chap. vi. 22 he 
has inserted évecey Tov viod Tov avOparov. 

These, so far as I can see, are all the corrections! 
which display a distinct bias in regard to subject- 
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matter. Such bias, therefore, has had no stronger 
influence with St. Luke than with St. Matthew— 
- indeed, in the former case, its influence is somewhat 
weaker. In regard to style, however, St. Luke has 
thoroughly revised the text of the source, while 
St. Matthew in this respect has, as it seems, almost 
entirely refrained from correction. Yet although 
the stylistic corrections of St. Luke are so numerous, 
we cannot say that he has completely obliterated the 
characteristics of his exemplar. Indeed, in spite of 
all, we cannot but recognise that his work of revision 
is ever carried out in a conservative spirit, and that 
his readers receive from him a just impression of 
our Lord’s style of discourse. In not a few passages 
we are left in darkness as to the reason why in one 
place he corrects and in another place he allows the 
transmitted text to stand in spite of its harshness ; 
only in some passages can we explain St. Luke's 
version from his consideration of the parallel sections 
of St. Mark. In a few cases it is possible to doubt 
whether any common source lies at the background 
of St. Matthew and St. Luke (as in St. Luke vi. 
46-49 ; vii. 1-10; xi. 41, 44; xiv. 26); yet there is 
an overbalancing weight of probability in favour of 
this hypothesis. We, however, almost always notice 
that short and pregnant utterances of our Lord, as 
compared with the longer discourses, have suffered 
least correction, and that the revision is most 
stringent in narrative and parable. 
: That one and the same Greek translation of an 
_ Aramaic original lies behind the two gospels is shown 
by the large number of parallel sections which are 
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verbally alike. Yet it is impossible to say anything 
at all definite concerning the homogeneity and extent 
of this source." The exemplar used by St. Matthew 
may have differed in this or that detail from the 
exemplar which lay before St. Luke—it is even 
probable from the nature of such texts that this was 
so—but we have found no sure criteria by which we 
can clearly distinguish the separate exemplars so that 
we can with any propriety speak of Qt and Q% Even 
the translation-variants, to which Wellhausen, Nestle, 
and others have drawn attention, are not so certain 
as they appear at first sight; always, or almost 
always, they admit of other explanations. Never- 
theless, I would not deny the possibility, and here 
and there even the probability, of such variants. 
That in many sentences the Aramaic original is dis- 
cernible under the veil of the Greek text, is a fact 
which does not require to be specially pointed out 

1 Yet we may here remark that there is no basis for the 
hypothesis that the parts of the Sermon on the Mount, which are 
common to St. Matthew and St. Luke, are not dependent upon a 
common written source, but are derived from oral tradition. The 
situation here is not dissimilar to that of many other passages — 
t.e. it is beyond measure probable that St. Luke had before him 
a written text (the same which St. Matthew has used) which he 
has edited in accordance with his own stylistic principles, 

* The result to which our investigation has brought us agrees 
in all important points with the results obtained by Wernle. This 
scholar, while rejecting the hypothesis that St. Luke was dis- 
tinctly biassed in his reproduction of his sources, writes as follows 
(‘““Synopt. Frage,” s. 88) :—‘*St. Luke had before him the dis- 
courses of the Logia-source in the primary form, not in a secondary 
edition. He himself, in spite of his conservative attitude, submitted 
this source to a threefold redaction: (1) he corrected it in accord- 


ance with his own Greek style ; (2) he arranged and furbished up 
the discourses so as to give them definite positions in the course 
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On the basis of the preceding investigations, I open 
the second chapter with a reconstruction of the text 
of Q. In not a few passages I am quite conscious 
of the hypothetical character of the text as it is 
printed. But without boldness it is impossible to © 
make any advance in the solution of a problem such 
as this, and one must reckon with probabilities. 
However, I may claim no slight probability for 
the text I offer. But before we pass to the next 
chapter, I would add an appendix which is intended 
to justify my neglect of the sections, St. Matt. xxi. 32 
(St. Luke vii. 29, 30), St. Matt. xxii. 2-11 (St. Luke 
xiv. 16-23), and St. Matt. xxv. 14-30 (St. Luke 
xix. 12-27), in my attempt to ascertain the contents 
and the text of Q. 


of the narrative [this does not come out so clearly in the course 
of our investigations, because St. Luke’s introductions to the 
discourses have from the first been excluded from consideration] ; 
(3) he has edited them in accordance with the requirements of the 
times.” Wernle is also correct in his further remark (s. 185): 
© Almost everywhere St. Matthew has preserved a better text than 
St. Luke ;” yet he ought to have added that in St. Matthew there 
are to be found many alterations of the text of a very drastic 
nature—far more drastic than any St. Luke has allowed himself 
to make. 
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St. Matt. xxi. 32: 7Adev 

\ “1 4 5 e na > 
yap ‘Iwavvns mpds tyas év 
080 Sixarorvyys, Kal odK érur- 
teboare [scil. of dpyxsepets Kat 
ot per Pvrepo] ait@: ot be 
TeXOvat Kal at mopvar émio- 
Tevtav avTM* pes dé iSdvTes 

OX 4 4 
ovde petreuednOntre tarepov 


St. Luke vii. 29, 30: kat 
an c > vA \ ¢ 
mas 6 Aads akotoas Kal ob 
lal > 7, Q v. 
TeLOvat edikaiwoav Tov Hedy, 
Boarrticbevtes 7d Barrio pa 
> is 14 \ nr NS 
Iwdvvov* ot 8¢ Papwrator kat 
4 QA rN A lel 
ot vopiKkol tiv Bovdny Tod 
Geod nOernoay eis Eavtous, pH 
Barrio Bevres ix adrod. 


a A 2 4 
TOV TLOTEVOOUL GUT. 


St. Matthew introduces this passage among the dis- 
courses with the Jewish authorities (at the conclusion 
of the parable of the Two Sons) after the entry into 
Jerusalem; in St. Luke it occurs very much earlier, in 
connection with the long discourse concerning St. John 
(that it does not fit into the context either at the one 
place or the other can be easily shown, vide Wellhausen 
on both passages). But one cannot but entertain serious 
doubt as to whether the passage belongs to Q—indeed 
whether the two versions are directly dependent upon 
any single common source. They are certainly derived 
from a common tradition—viz. some saying of our Lord 
to the effect, “The publicans followed the preaching of 
John, while the leaders of the people rejected him.” 
But beyond this all is different. Moreover, both in 
St. Matthew and St. Luke there occur in these passages 
such strong traces of the characteristics of the respective 
evangelists, or such evident signs of dependence upon 
the context, that it is no longer possible to deduce from 
them the wording of the original tradition. “ Of reXGvat Kad 


at répva.” in St, Matthew come from xxi, 31 3“ Suxacordyy” 
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must as a rule be regarded as an interpolation by St. 
Matthew ; “micrevew aire,’ thrice repeated, is derived 
from xxi. 25, and petapeAco Oar from xxi. 29. The same is 
the case in St. Luke. “Ids 6 Aads”’ occurs a dozen times 
in this gospel (never in St. Mark, once in St. Matthew) ; 
the active Suxasodv is never found in St. Matthew and 
St. Mark, while it occurs thrice in St. Luke’s gospel; 
Bamrricbévtes 7d Bdrrucpa is Lukan (cf. tipais eTipnoay, 
dreary drednodpeOa, tapayyedig. tapnyyciAapev, emvOvpig 
éreOipnoa, pwvicas pwvy, dvaords orn, pevov epever, 
drrdocovres prdakds, dotpamn dotpartoved, poptia hop- 
rife); likewise of voytxoé in itself, and in conjunction 
with of Papwraior, is Lukan ; “1 BovAy”’ does not occur in 
St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John, while it is used nine 
times by St. Luke; dOereiv (wanting in St. Matthew) 
is also inserted by St. Luke in x. 16=St. Matt. x. 40; 
cis éavtovs (Eavtdv) occurs only once again in the gospels, 
viz. in St. Luke xv. 17. Therefore we can say absolutely 
nothing concerning the form and origin of this saying. 


St. Matt. xxii. 2-11 (the Great Supper)—St. Luke 
xiv. 16-24. 

The skeleton is identical: A man who gives a feast; 
his first invitation (to those who are invited as a matter of 
course) is refused on the excuse of business of various kinds, 
The master becomes angry and invites the vagabonds. 
In detail some verbal, or almost verbal, coincidences are 
found: &vOpwros (the giver of the feast), dmeoresAev tov 
Sodrov attod (Tors SovAovs adrod), ob KekAnpevot, epxer Oe 
.. . Groupe éorw (jrotpaxa . . . detre), dypov HySpaca. (€is 
rov iSiov dypdv), Cebyn Body yyépaca (cis tiv eurropiav adrod), 
dpyuo bets (Gpyla6n), etmev +O Sovry adrod (A€yer Tots SovAous 
adrod), edOe eis Tas rAarelas Kal popas THs woA«ews (roped: 
cobe eri tas SieEdSous Tov ddGv), eeADe eis Tas ddods (efer 


Odvres eis Tas d00%s). 
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But in contrast with these coincidences we find 
instances of great dissimilarity :— : 

1, In St. Matthew the host is a king (God). 

2. The feast is a marriage-feast. 

3. The marriage feast is given in honour of the son 
(Christ). 

4. In St. Matthew several servants! are sent out with 
invitations, in St. Luke only one.? 

5. In St. Matthew the first invited are invited twice (the 
second time other servants are sent); in St. Luke, after the 
invitation of the poor, homeless, &c., since there is still 
room, the invitation is extended to the utterly destitute. 

6. In St. Matthew the second invitation to the first 
invited is amplified so as to attract them. 

7. In St. Matthew it is only shortly stated what the 
first invited did instead of responding to the invitation; 
in St. Luke their excuses are given word for word (three 
cases are given in contrast to two in St. Matthew). 

8. St. Matthew relates that some of the invited ill- 
treated and slew the inviting servants; St. Luke knows 
nothing of this. : 

9. St. Matthew relates that the king sent his armies 
against those murderers and destroyed them and burnt 
their city ;* St. Luke tells us nothing of this.4 

10. St. Matthew adds the story of the man without a 
wedding garment. 

* The prophets are probably signified. I do not understand how 
Wellhausen has arrived at the conclusion that the apostles are meant. 

* Perhaps our Lord Himself is signified ; but this interpretation 
is by no means certain. 

8 The text here is, of course, doubtful ; perhaps we ought to 
read ‘‘ destroyed them and their cities.” 

‘ Taking together these new traits in St. Matthew, it is clear 
that the evangelist has amalgamated a second parable (B) with the 
main parable (A). B tells us of a king against whom his subjects 
revolted in his absence, and who punished them with a terrible 
vengeance, This parable was allied to the parable of the Vineyard. 
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There is no need of many words to prove that here 
St. Matthew is almost everywhere secondary; the only 
question is whether the distinction of two classes of 
poor, as well as the verbal report of the excuses in St. 
Luke, are primary. The former trait answers to this 
evangelist’s warm interest in the very poorest, and the 
latter to that pictorial style which is a frequent char- 
acteristic of St. Luke. Nevertheless, in these traits 
he may also preserve the original text. The main dis- 
tinction between the two versions is that St. Matthew 
has transformed a genuine parable! into an allegory with 
an historical motive. 

Did, however, the text, as presented in St. Luke, 
form the exemplar of St. Matthew? and did it belong 
to Q? The first question should perhaps be answered 
in the affirmative: the exemplar of St. Matthew, so 
far as its essential content is concerned, would not have 
presented a very different appearance from the text 
given in St. Luke, which besides permits of easy trans- 
lation back again into Aramaic.? The second question 

1 In the concluding verse in St, Luke (xiv. 24) our Lord Himself 
is represented as the host ; but the introduction of this trait has 
not seriously affected the general character of the original parable. 

2 Note also that 6é¢ is wanting, and that, on the other hand, ten 
clauses of the section begin with kal (the style is, however, Lukan in 
places; thus 71s, verse 16; mapayevduevos, verse 21; wpa, with gen., 
verse 17 [vide St. Luke i. 10; Acts iii. 1, x. 3, xvi. 33, xxiii. 23], 
Hptavro, verse 18; mapareioa, verses 18 and 19 [wanting in the 
gospels ; see, however, Acts xxv. 11]; dvdanpos, verse 21 [only again 
in New Testament in St. Luke xiv. 13). Ard muds, verse 18, can 
scarcely be Semitic (Wellhausen), but is a vulgar abbreviation for 
dard puds yreuns (So once in Philo) vel pvxfs. The phrase: éxw 
dvdykny ekehOaw ldeiv abrév is good Greek. Is the phrase: éxe pe 
mapyTnuévov (“habe me excusatum,” Martial) a Latinism? We 
must of course become much more cautious in making such assump- 
tions. It is also possible that St. Matthew has preserved a more 
faithful representation of the original text if we subtract all the traits 
which are derived from the parable B, 
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I am inclined to answer in the negative; for St. Matthew 
has upon no other occasion so freely edited or amalgamated 
with other material those sections which are derived 
from Q. We must therefore conjecture that either this 
section did not occur in Q, or that if it did, it had already 
received another form in Q before that source reached 
St. Matthew. In the first case, the section lies outside 
our sphere of investigation into the constitution of the 
text of Q; in the second case, it is difficult to determine 
whether we should claim for Q the Lukan text purified 
of its Lukan traits or the text of St. Matthew less those 
traits derived from the parable B. Hence we must 
disregard this section altogether. 


St. Matt. xxv. 14-30 (the parable of the Talents)— 
St. Luke xix. 12-27. 

Here the chief distinction between St. Matthew and 
St. Luke lies in the fact that St. Luke has amalgamated 
with the parable of the Talents (C) the afore-mentioned 
parable B (concerning the king taking vengeance upon 
his revolted subjects) which St. Matthew has combined 
with the parable (A) of the preceding section.! A very 
perplexing case! The parable B could not preserve its 
Separate existence, and has been incorporated into the 
parable of the Great Supper (A) by St. Matthew, and 
into the parable of the Talents (C) by St. Luke—in both 
cases bringing into its new context a disturbing and 
incongruous element. In St. Luke the parable B? is 
given in clearer detail than B! in St. Matthew, but its 
connection with the context is even poorer here than in 
the latter gospel. It is noteworthy that St. Matthew 
has amalgamated with A yet a third parable D (the 


1 B in St. Matthew is not quite identical with B in St. Luke, 


yet they are closely allied. We must therefore distinguish them 
as B! and B23, 


‘ 
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Wedding Garment), and that C and D both conclude 


with the clause: é«Badere (adtov) eis-73 oKdTOS Td EEWTEpoV * 
éxel 2orar 6 KAavOpds Kal 6 Bpvypds Tov dddvrwv. The 
parable B? also concluded with a terrifying command: 
katrarpdgare abtovs eumrpoobév pov,! and the parable A 
likewise concludes with a melancholy sentence (St. Luke 
xiv. 24): ot8els tGv dvdpdv exetvov TOV KeKAnpévov yetoerat 
pov tod Seirvov. There were thus four parables, all of 
which were originally concerned with the Parousia (the 
Judgment and the Kingdom); St. Matthew gives them 
in the order—first, A amalgamated with B! and with 
D as an appendix, then C; St. Luke gives first A, then 
C amalgamated with B%. How this came to pass in the 
course of tradition it is no longer possible to discover ; 
we must therefore refrain from attempting to ascertain 
whether these parables stood in Q, and in what form.? 
Now in regard to C, we find that at the beginning 
of the parable the form in St. Matthew is different 
from that in St. Luke; on the other hand verbal, or 
almost verbal, coincidences are not wanting—indeed in 
the second part and in the dialogue—this is character- 
istic !—they become very strongly marked. Cf. dv@pwros 
(both) — drodnpav [éropevOy eis xXdpav paxpdv] — éxahecev 
[kahéoas] — rovs iSlovs SovAovs [Séxa dovAovs | — eOmKev avTots 
(both) — ed, Sotr« dyabe ... eri ddiya is TirTos, ert TOAAGY 
ge kataoriow [edye, dyabe SodAc, btu év éAaxXiotw TioTds 
eyévov, is@. eEovoiav €xwv KTA. | — okdypds «i avOpwros, 
Oepitwy Sov ovK eomerpas Kab cvvayov 6Oev od Siecxdpriras 
[dvOpwros atornpds <i, aipess 5 ovk €Onxas, Kal Oepifes 0 
ovK grrerpas] — rovnpé SoddAc . . . BOets OTe Oepifw drov ovK 


1 Of. Bi: daddecev Tos Govels éxelvous Kab Thy wor avtav évérpnoev 
[or in place of the last four words simply, ras mbes]. 

2 A further amalgamation took place in the Gospel of the 
Hebrews; here the parable of the Prodigal Son is combined 


with ©. 
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éoreipa Kal cvvdyw SOev od Sterkdprica [rovnpé SobAe, Ses 
a ” a > a \ 6 s a > ” ed 
OTL. . . atpwv 0 ovK €OnKa Kal Onpifwv 8 od« éorepa] — eet 

a fons SS > ig /, lad "6 ‘ > \ 
ve obv Barciv ra dpytpid pov toils tpamefetrass, kat éAOdv 
SRT Aes , “ oe d ‘\ / ‘ 8 \ sf > é U4 
ey ekopioapny av To épov abv Tox [Kal did TL odk SwKds 

> Ud Ba\ / 3 eet 2 \ XN /, nn > 

pov 7d dpyvpiov et tpdrelav ; Kdyd éMOdv ody TOKM GV avTO 
” ” lo Sieee > a / \ / se} 
erpagéa] —dapare obv am aitod 7d téXavrov Kat Sdre TW EXOVTL 
7a Seka TdAavra [dpate dx’ adrod THY pvav Kal Sore TO Tas 
dexa pas €xovtr] —7@ yap exovte mavtt SoPicerar . . . TOD 
dé pa éxovros Kal 8 exer dpOhoerar dx’ adrod [re wart TO 
exovre SoPjceras, dd dé tod pi) Exovtos Kad 8 exer dpOjoerar]. 
Here it is quite evident that there is, at the background, 
a single traditional source declaring itself even in details 
of phraseology.!. Hence the differences proceed most 
probably from the hand of the final revisor—i.e. either 
St. Luke or St. Matthew have made corrections, Which 
of them was the corrector? We give the following 
table of comparison, wherein we of course entirely neglect 
those traits which St. Luke has derived from B2:— 


St Matthew :— St. Luke :— 
Servants of an indefinite Ten servants, 
number, 
The lord on his departure The lord on his departure 
commits all his posses- commits to each only a 
sions to his servants, pound, and expressly tells 


them to trade therewith. 

and indeed to each ac- 
cording to his ability, 
to one five talents, to 
another two, to the third 
one (these are intended to 
serve as examples of the 
method of distribution), 


1 The synonyms are not translation-variants, but are linguistic 
corrections made by St. Luke, 
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he who received five 
talents gains therewith 
other five talents, he 
who received two gains 
other two, he who re- 
ceived one buries it in 
the earth; 

on his return the lord 
as a reward sets those 
who had received the 
five and the two talents 
over “many things” and 
adds, “Enter into the 
joy of thy lord”; the 
talent is taken from him 
who had buried it. 


This information is not 
given expressly in the 
narrative but is com- 
municated in what fol- 
lows. 


the first says that his 
pound has gained ten 
pounds, the second that 
his pound has _ gained 
five pounds; the first is 
set over ten cities, the 
second over five cities, 
another [the other] re- 
turns the pound which 


he had kept wrapped in 
a napkin;! it is taken 
from him. 


In St. Matthew the lord divides what he leaves behind 
him among all his servants—leaving them to decide what 
they should do with it; in St. Luke he makes trial of 
ten of his servants, giving them an express direction as 
to their procedure. In St. Matthew he divides to each 
individually according to his ability, but gives the same 
reward to those who had laboured; in St. Luke he gives 
the same to all, but the reward varies in accordance with 
the performance of each,” It seems to me that the 
simpler version is that of St. Matthew. This impression, 

1 Yovddpioy in St. Luke is an obvious Latinism. 

2 In St. Matthew it is the servant who gains, in St. Luke it is 
the pound which each has received. The latter version is naturally 
secondary, because it betrays most reflexion. Lastly, there are 
still obvious traces in St. Luke that his exemplar mentioned not 
ten but, as in St. Matthew, three servants, 
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moreover, is confirmed by a glance at a passage in 
St. Mark. Here we read (xiii. 34): ws dvOpwmos aaddnpos 
(cf. St. Matthew verse 14: domep dvOpwros amodnpoar, 
otherwise in St. Luke) ddels tiv oikiay attovd Kat Sovs Tots 
SovrAous avTov tiv é€ovoiav (therefore not a test but the 
management of the whole household, as in St. Matthew ; 
otherwise in St. Luke), éxdorw 1d épyov aitod (to each 
therefore according to his ability; so also in St. Matthew, 
otherwise in St. Luke). Thus St. Matthew, in contrast 
to St. Luke, agrees with St. Mark, who evidently knew 
of the parable which has been drastically edited by St. 
Luke. It does not, however, follow that the parable 
comes from Q, nor—if it comes from Q—that St. Matthew 
has handed it down to us in its original form. This is 
indeed improbable. In St. Mark to each servant is 
assigned his separate function in the household; this 
idea can indeed be still traced in St. Matthew (and in 
St. Luke), but it has been thrust into the background 
by ideas of another kind. The trafficking with money 
can have had no place in the forms of the parable with 
which St. Mark was acquainted; for he knows nothing 
at all of the distribution of money to the servants. 
Hence the common source of St. Matthew and St. Luke 
is secondary when compared with St. Mark (whether 
it was contained in Q we cannot tell). Its form has 
perhaps arisen from the combination of two parables 
(C1: the departing lord delivers his household to the 
care of his servants; C2: the departing lord gives his 
property to his servants that they may develop it). 


CHAPTER II 


LINGUISTIC AND HISTORICAL INVESTIGATION OF THE NON- 
MARKAN SECTIONS COMMON TO ST. MATTHEW AND 
ST. LUKE (Q). 
I.—Tue Text 
1. (Sr. Marr. iii. 5, 7-12; Sr. Luxe iii. 3, 7-9, 16, 17.) 

(7) [. . - Hlaca 7 TEplxwpos TOU Topdavov AN 
lowy [ Iwavens] moAXous [vel rors dxAous ] oy aie épxo- 
mévous ert TO Barticpa eimev avrois:] 

Tevvpuata éxidvav, tis vrédakey vuiv puyeiv ao 
TNS wedAovons Opyns ; (8) TOUTATE OvY KapTrov aétov 
THs peravoias * (9) Kal py ddgyre [apEnobe P| Aéryewy 
ev eavr ois: Tarépa éXomey TOV ‘ABpadu: dey y4p 
vuiv Ott dvvarat 6 Oeos ék THY ALOwy ToUTwY eyeipat 
TEVA TO "ABpadu- (10) ion de n akin mpos THY 
piCay TOV dévpev keira: Tay ovy dévpoy my ToLody 
ka mov Kaov €KKOMTETAL KaL els mp Barnerau. (11) 
eyo ev vmas BarriCo év vaTt ets peravouay « 0 oé 
OTraw fou €pxouevos laxuporepos pod cows ov oOvK 
eiul ikavos Ta vrodnuata Bactracat: avTos iuas Bar- 
Tice ey [mvevpare (ayiw) Kat] Tupls (12) 08 ro wrvov 
ev TH xerpl QvTOU, Kal Sraxabapred THY ddevor avr ob, Kat 
ouvager TOV GiTov avToU els THY aTOOHKNY, TO OE A axupov 


KaTakavoe. Tupt acBéaTw (pp. 40, 41). 
2. (St. Marr. iv. 1-11; Sr. Luxe iy. 1-13.) 
(1) ‘O "Incots avnxOn els THY Epnwor UTO TOU mveU- 


paros metpaa Onvas UTO TOU dLaBdAov, (2) Kal vnorevoas 
127 
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7epas its kat viKTas ye YOTEGOr err elVATEVs (8) Kal O 
metpaCov cirev avT@: ef vids ef TOU Oeot, etre iva ot 
ALBor odToL dprou yeveovr at (4) Kat carer pin: yey par- 
Tal’ OvUK eT apTo Bovey Cicer at 0 dvOpwros. 
(5) mapadap Paver dé aUTOv Els “Tepovoadnys Kat éornoey 
auroy emt TO TTEpvylov TOU lepou (©) Kal éye are: 
el vids ef TOU Oeou, Bare geavTov KaTW* yeypanrat yap 
ore Tots ayyéhous avrTou évrTeNeiTat Tept cov Kat 
ert Xetpav apoucly Te, MY TOTE Tpookoways Tpos 
AlOov TOV TO0a cov. (7) ey aUTw O ‘Ino ovs: ToOAw 
yeypanrat: ovK éxmerpacers KUptov tov Oedv cov. 
(8) aaAw mapadapBaver avrov els Opos vndov Alay 
Kal elkvucly avTH magas Tas BaciXetas TOU Oo MOU Kau 
THY ddfav airév, (9) cat efrev a’r@: TavTAa cot mayra 
Owoow, eay mpookuvijons Mot. (10) Kal Aérvyer auTo 6 
"Incous - yeypamrat : KUptov Tov Oedv cov 7 poo- 
KUYHTELS Kat aUT@® move Nat pevoets. (11) Kat 


apingw adtov 6 S:d Boros (pp. 41 ff). 


3. (Sr. Marr. v. 1-4, 6, 11,12; Sr. Luxe 
vi. 17, 20-23.) 


(1) (2) [. - - dxAo . . . edaEer rove pabyras 
Néywv . . -] 

(3) Maxapior of rrwyol, Sti ata éorw 4 Bacirela 
rou Qcou, 

(4) makapror of wevOovvres, Ott adrot mapakdnOi- 
TOVTAl, 

(6) jaxapiot of mewavres, Ort avrot XoprasOijrovrat. 

(11) faa prot cores oTav dveWiswow % vuas Kat dw- 
Ewow kat elrwow way rovnpoy Kad? Vuay pevddmevor. 

(12) XalpeTe Kat ayadrrao 06, Ott 6 pucOds duo 
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onus év Trois ovpavois: odTas yap edlw~ay Tovs mpo- 
piras Tovs 7pd vuay (p. 48). 


4. (Sr. Marr. v. 39, 40; Sr. Luxe vi. 29.) 


(39) “Ooris oe  pamiCer els THY [deftav] oiaryova [cov], 
oT pényov avr Kat THY aX, (40) Kat To OéXovTi cor 
KpiOjvat Kal Tov xiT@Va cou AaBerr, depes avT@ Kal TO 
iuariov (p. 58). 


5. (Sr. Marr. v. 42; Sr. Luxe vi. 30.) 


(42) To atrobyti ce dds, cal Tov O€XovTa ard cou 
davicacOa un aTooTpadis (p. 58). 


6. (Sr. Mart. v. 44-48; Sr. Luxe vi. 27, 28, 35>, 
32, 33, 36.) 


(44) "Eyo eyo oui: ayarare Tous EXApovs v vey 
Kat mporeixer be uTép Tay OwKdvTwv v vedas, (45) Srrens 
yernoOe viot Tov maT pos Umar, Ott TOV HAtov avrou 
avarédre emt Tovnpous Kat ayabous [kat Bpexee émrl 
Sikatovs Kal adixous]} (46) éav yap ayamionre Tous 
ayaTavTas vyas, Tlva pucOov éxere; ovxi Kal ot 
TeA@VaL TO avTO ToLovow ; (47) Kat éav doracnobe 
Tous adeh povs Uma | HOVOYs Tl TEpiocov rovire; ouxt 
kat of éOvikol TO avTO Tovaw; (48) éxea Oe ovv olkrip- 
joves [? ehejmoves P] ws 0 Tati UM@V OK TIP MoV [? eXen- 
pov ?] éoriv (p. 59). 


7. (St. Marr. vii. 12; Sr. Luxe vi. 31.) 


(12) Ilavra boa éav OéAnTe ta molwow vuiv of 


GvOpwrrot, ows Kat vmeis wroveite avrois (p. 9). 
I 
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8. (Sr. Marr. vii. 1-5; Sr. Luxe vi. 37, 38, 41, 42.) 

(1) My KplveTe, va wy KpiOnre, (2) &v @ yap Kpiuatt 
Kpivere KotOjnoecOe, kai ev @ méTPW meTpEiTE MET PN- 
Ojoerar vuiv. (8) ti dé Brérete TO Kappos TO ev TH 
CPIarye Tov adeApou cov, THY dé ev TH oH OPOarum 
doxov od Karavoeis; (4) ) mas pels TH adeAPH cov: 
aces éxBarw TO kappos ek TOU oplarpcv cou, kal 4 
doxos ev TH dpOaAu@ cov; (5) vroxpiTa, &Pare 
™ PWT OV €k TOU opOarov cov THv OoKov, Kal TOTE 
dvaBrerpers exBareiv TO Kaphos &k Tod dpOadrpod Tod 
aded pov cov (p. 8). 


9. (Sr. Marr. xv. 14; Sr. Luxe vi. 39.) 
(14) TupdAds tupdrdv éav odnyp, auporepor eis 


BoOvvoy wecotvra (p. 28). 


10. (Sr. Marr. x. 24, 25; Sr. Luxe vi. 40.) 


(24) Ovk éorw pabyrig umép Tov OiWacKkarov ovde 
dobAos rep Tov Kupiov avtov. (25) apkeTov To 
uabytyn wa yevyrar ws 6 SiWacKkados avrov, Kat 6 
dovAos ws 6 KUptos avrod (p. 79). 


11. (Sr. Marr. vii. 16-18; xii. 33; Sr. Luxe 
vi. 43, 44.) 

(33) "Ex rod xaprot ro dévdpov yweoKerat.  pryre 
ovANEyouow ard axkavOdv oradurds } dad Tp Borwv 
gixa; (17) ottws way dévdpov ayaboy Kapméy Kadov 
mot, TO Je campoy dévdpov Kapmov Tovnpoy motel. 
(18) ov dvvara dévd pov ayabov Kap7ov Trovnpov 
éveykeiv ode dévdpov campor KapTrov KaAov ‘rroveiv 


(p. 68). 
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12. (Sr. Marr. vii. 21, 24-27; Sr. Luxe vi. 46-49.) 


(21) [Ov mas 6 Aéywy mor" Kvpte KUple, elreXevoéTat 
els THY Bactrelav Tod Oeod, GAN’ 6 Trotdy TO OéAnua TOO 
matpos pov]. (24) was odv Sor1s dxover pov Tods 
Adyous TovTovs Kal role avrovs, vrodei~w vuiv rin 
éativ duotos* Suotds éorw [or in place of these seven 
words simply opowbijcera] avdpt doris Sxodduncev 
QUTOU THY oikiav él THY métpav. (25) kat xaréBn 7 
Bpoxy kat 7rOov of woTapol Kat ervevoay of dveuot Kat 
mporéereray TH oikia exelvy, Kat ovK reer’ TeOcueNlwro 
yap ext Thy wétpav, (26) kal was 6 akovwy mov 
Tous Adyous TovTOUS Kal My Tota avTors duolwhr)- 
ceTat avdpi doris wKodduncey avtod THY oiklay émt 
Thy Gupov. (27) Kai xaréBy 4 Bpoxn Kai 7rOov of 
ToTapor Kat &rvevray of avemor kal mpocéxorpay Ty 
oikia éxeivy, kat @recev, Kal qv 4 WTHOLS aUTIS Meyary 


(p. 70). 


13. (Sr. Marr. vii. 28; viii. 5-10, 13; Sr. Luxe 
vii. 1-10.) 


(28, viii. 5) [After He had spoken these words] 
SA 9 A 4 avO 8 FN , 
eiciOev es Kadapvaoup Kai rpoomOev adt@ éxardv- 
Tapxos Tapakahay avrov (6) Kai A€éywv" KUpLe, 6 Tals 
pov BéBAnra ev TH otkia wapaduTiKds, devas Baran- 
omevos. (71) Adyar aiT@: eyw éOwv Oeparreiow 
9 , b Q QA ny @ e , a A , 
avrov. (8) amoxpifes de 0 exaTovrapxos Edy’ Kupie, 

Ue ° A 

ovK elu ikavos va mou Ure THY oTéyny eicéhOns’ GAG 

a A 

povov ewe AO, Kat laBjoerat 6 mais pov. (9) Kal 

¢ > A 

yap eyo avOpw7ds eipt ume eLouctay, &xwv um’ euavToy 
A , 

oTpariras, Kai Aéyw TOUT’ TopevOyTI, Kal TopeveTat, 
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4A “a v 
kat GAXw* épxov, Kal Epxerat, Kal TH SovAwW fMov* 
la A 9 , A +3 a 
TOlnTOY TOUTO, Kal ToOLEl. (10) akxoucas de 6 'Incots 
> , »,\ 5 - 3 4) fal 's 9 A re 
eOavmacrev Kat elmev Tois akoXovOovcw [auny] Aéyo 
s : c 
Umi, ovde ev TH ‘Iopand TocaUTHY TicTLW evpov. [(13) 
~ an coal UL e 
kat eirev 0 ‘Incovs To EKATOVTAPXN' [vraye], ws 
, ~ A 
émistevoas yevnOitw cot. Kat taOn o mais év TH cpa 


éxeivy] (pp. 71, 74). 


14. (Sr. Marr. xi. 2-11; Sr. Luxe vii. 18-28.) 


(2) ‘O dé ’Iwavvys axovocas év To derpwrnpio Ta 
a a A ~ ~ ~ 
épya tov Xpicrov, réurpas dia rev pabyrav adbroo 
eiwev att (8) od ef 0 épxdmevos i) Erepov 7 poado- 
Kk@pev; (4) Kat arroxpiOels efrev adrois: sropevOévres 
9 ’ T , rr ° , 4 , 
amayyeAate ‘lwavvy & axovere kat PBrézere. (5) 
a9 , 4 \ A ‘ 
Tuprot avaBr€érovew Kal ywAol TepiTatovaty, Aempot 
caBapiCovrat kal Kwpot axovovow, kat veKpot €yelpovrat 
Kat TTwXOL evayyeiCovrau (6) Kat Makapios éartiy bs » 
4 \ an ee , A 
dv wy oxavdadicOy ev enol. (7) rovtwr dé 7opevo- 
pevov pEaro Aéyev ois dyAows wept “Iwavvov: ri 
ron ° ny ” ’ , c_ EN 
e&pAOaTe eis THY eonuov OearacOa; Kadapov vad 
avésov cadevduevov; (8) adda Tl e&AOare ideiv; 
” ’ RD , oN 4 e \ N 
avOpwrov ev wadakois éuteruévor,; idod of Ta madaKd 
n~ td cal x “ , ° Q , 
opovtyres ev Tois oko Tov Baciréwv. (9) adXa ti 
’ , , ] a ‘\ , e A 4 
e&prOaTe; mpopytny dev; vat Aeyw vmiv, Kat Te pio- 
corepov Tpopyrov. (10) obrds éorw Tept 00 yéypar- 
Tat (dod éyw amtoarTéXXw TOV ayyeddv mov rpod 
TpoTwmov Gov, Os KaTacKEvacer THY 6ddv cov 
éumpoabey cov. (11) [apnv] Aéyw vuiv, ovK eyiryep- 
TAL ev yevynTors yuvatkov peiCov 'lewdyvov [rod Barris 
Ane € \ , bd a , ~ A f 
Tou]: 6 O€ pixpdtepos ev TH Bacireia rod Oeod pelCoov 
avTov errw (pp. 90, 14). 
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15. (Sr. Marr. xi. 16-19; Sr. Luxe vii. 31-35.) 

(16) Tin 6podow rv yeveay Tadrny [Kal Tin éorw 
ouoia]; duola éoriv Trawlors KaByuévors ev Tais ayopais 
a a Wale ae? , » 
d tpocpwvoivra Tois erépois (17) A€yourw" nvAjcamev 
Umiv Kat ovK wpxijoacOe’ eOpyvijoapev Kat ovk éxdr\pacbe. 
(18) 7A@ev yap Twavrns pajte ec Olwyv pajre rivwy, Kat 
Aéyovow dapduov exe. (19) HAOev 6 vlog Tod 
° , > 7 A , aN lé 9 AY wt 
avOparov éoOiwy Kat Tivwy, Kat Aéyovow* Wov ay- 
Opwros payos Kat OlvoTOTNS, TEAWYOY piros Kat ay.ap- 
TwraV. Kat edicaiwOn 7 copia a0 TOV TEKVWY AUTIS 
(p. 16). 

1Ga(st. Marr. x. 7; Sr. Leake ix. 2; x. 9,11.) 


(7) [Lopevomevor xypiocere Aéyovtes Ste Hryyicer 7 
Bacirela Tov Oeot (p. 79). 


17. (Sr. Marr. viii. 19-22; Sr. Luxe ix. 57-60.) 


(19) [Hérév TIS aro] akoAovOjow cot dmov éay 
amépxn. (20) Kat rAéyer adT@ 6 'Incovs: ai adwrrexes 
pwrcous exouow Kal TA WETEWA TOU oupavou KaTacKnVo- 

€ A e\ ant te , ) 4 A Q A 
gets, 6 de vios TOU avOpwmov ovK exe TOU THY Kearny 
KAivy. (21) erepos dé elwev att@ éritperyov jot 

~ ° a 4 U A , 
mpatov ameOeiy Kat Oarvar Tov marepa pour (22) 
Néyer dé a’r@: axoAovOe mot, Kal aces TOUS vex pous 

, A £. a“ , 

Barba Tous EavTa@Y vexpous (p. 10). 


18. (Sr. Marr. ix. 37, 38; Sr. Luxe x. 2.) 

(37) Aéye avrois [rots uabytais aitot?]: 6 Mev 
epi os moAus, of 0é épyarat ortyot" (38) dejOnre ody 
rou kupiou To Ocpicuod Srws exBary épyatas els Tov 
Bepicpov avrot (p. 12). 
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19. (Sr. Marr. x. 16%; Sr. Luxe x. 3.) 
(16) *Idov éya amocréAXw vuas ws mpoPara éy 
Méow AvKwv (p. 13). 


20. (Sr. Marr. x. 12, 18; Sr. Luxe x. 5, 6.) 

(12) Hicepysuevor de els tiv oikiav doracacbe 
avryv' (13) Kat éav # 74 otkla akia, e\barw 7 elonjyn 
Uuav em’ adryv' éav O€ wy A a€ia, 7) efpiyyyn Uma 7 pos 
vuas émiatpadjtw. (Preceded by some words which 
can still be supplied with some degree of certainty 
from St. Luke x. 4: uy Baorafere Buddavriov, wy 
THpav, py VTOOH“ATA, Kal undéva KaTAa THY 6doV ao7Td- 


ono Oe [7.e, «do not stop ”}) (p. 79). 


21. (Sr. Marr. x. 10°; Sr. Luxe x. 7°.) 
(10) "Atos yap Oo épyatns THs Tpopys adTod. 
Preceded by some such words as St. Luke x. 7: éy 
avThn Ty otkia pévere, érOovres kal mivovtes Ta Tap’ 


avTav (p. 12). 


22. (St. Marr. x. 15; Sr. Luxe x. 12.) 

(15) PApn] Neyo Upiv: avexTOTEpov éorat yn 
Zoddpwv cat Loudppwy [or in place of the last four 
words, Zodduoww] ev Ty nuéepa [exeivy ? Kpicews ?] iy Ty 
monet exelvy, (Preceded, according to St. Luke x. 8-11, 
by some such words as follow: ets iv av réXw elrép- 
x778e x, déxwvrat vuas, érOlere T. mapaTiOéueva viv K. 
AéyeTe avToIs wyyev 4 Bao, tr. Ocod. eis fy & dy 
moAw eioéAOnTe K. MH déxwvrat vpas, eEehOdvres eis T. 
mAaTelas avThg elute: K. T. KOVLopToV T. KoAAnOevTa 
piv éK. T, TWOAEWS UMOV Elo T. wddaS aTouarcoue0a 


vuiv) (p. 18). 
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23. (Sr. Mart. xi. 21-23; Sr. Luxe x. 13-15.) 


(21) Oval cor, X opaCeiv, ovai cot, ByOcaidav: ort 
crag , ‘ a ee e ’ e , 
el ev Tvpw cat Zidan éyévovro at duvauers ai yevomevar 
év viv, mada dy ev caxkw Kat omodw perevoncar. 
(22) wAnv [Ayo vuiv] Tvpw cai Dida avextorepov 
4 4 « , , 3) ] a , A ¢C a 
€oTat [ev HMEPA Kplaews ? ev TH Kloet ?] 7H upiv. (23) 
A UJ , Ne ‘) ays fe 4 
kat ov, Kadapraoip, my Ews ovpavod vbwbijon; ews 
ddov kataByoy (p. 17). : 
6 


(24. (Sr. Marr. x. 40; Sr. Luxe x. 16.)] 


['O dexydpevos vuas ene déxerat, Kal 6 ue dexdperos 
déxeTat TOV amocreiAavtTa me] (p. 86). 


25. (St. Marr. xi. 25-27; Sr. Luxe x. 21, 22.) 


(25) ’Ev éxeivy 7@ xaip@ elrev’ eLouodoyotpai cot, 
mTarep KUpLe TOU ovpavou Kai Ths yas, Ste Expupas Taira 
nw “a A 
aro copwy Kal cuveT@v Kat amexaduvyas QvTa yntriots* 
(26) vai, 6 rarip, Ste obrws eddoxia éyéveTo eumpoo- 

e A lal , 

Ogv cov. (27) ravra pot rapeddOn v0 TOU TaTpos, 
A e 4 NA A 
Kat oudels eyva [rov viov et pn O TaTNP ovde | TOV 
, c'4 9 ‘ e eX VOTE IN B aN e 
marépa [TI yyw] ef my 6 vids Kal @ eav Bovdyrat o 


vios amoKxadv\yat (p. 17). 


26. (Sr. Marr. xiii. 16, 17; Sr. Luxe x. 23°, 24.) 


(16) ‘Yuav paxapror of dpOarpoi, drt BAerovew, Kal 
ra Sra [vuar], Ste axovovow. (17) [auyy yap] Aeyo 
vuiv, drt woAAOL Tpopyrat [kat Bacrrcis ] émreOuunoay 
ideiv a BAérere Kat ovk efday, Kal dxovoat d axovete, 


kat ovk HKovoay (p. 25). 
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27. (Sr. Marr. vi. 9-13; Sr. Luxe xi. 2-4.) 


[(9) Ilarep, (11) tov aprov judy tov émtovoroy dds 
nyaiy onuepov, (12) cal aes nuiv Ta operrnuata nay, 
ws Kal nuets adijcaper Tois Oper€Tas Mav, (13) Kai 
Mn eloevéeyKys nuas es meipacmov. | (p. 63). 


28. (Sr. Marr. vii. 7-11; Sr. Luxe xi. 9-13.) 


(7) Alretre, cat SoOjorerat tuiv: Curette, Kat evpyoere* 

CL x, lal AN e 9 Ca 

Kpovere Kal dvoryijoera vuiv. (8) mas yap 6 airy 

AauBave, cat 6 Citay evpicel, Kat To Kpovovrt avot- 

< n~ + 9 

ynoeta. (9) 9 Tis éorw €& umav avOpwros, Ov airjret 

¢ es b) lal wy A) He) > Ay Ve ) lal a 10 aA 

0 vlogs avrov apTov, un riOov ériddca ara, (10) 7 

! ye) 4 ° , 4A wy > , i) ” 9 > 

Kal (xOuv airioe, my Op emiWace wre; (11) ef ody 

e re No. oy , > A , fe 

uel Tovypol OvTEs OLdaTE [Scuara] ayaba diddvat Tois 

TEKVOLS UMLOY, TOTW UGAXOV 6 marip 6 é& ovpavou duwcet 
aya0a Tos atrotow abror; (p. 8). 


29. (Sr. Marr. xii. 22, 23, 25, 27, 28, 30, 43-45 ; 
Sr. Luxe xi. 14, 17, 19, 20, 23-26.) 


(22) [eOcparrevoer] datmovCouevor kwpoy, [ware] 
Tov Kwpov adeiv, (23) kat [éEicravro] [wavres] of 
dxAoL. (25) ara Baci\cia Mepia Oeioa ep’ éaurny 
épnmovrar . . . (27) Kal ef éya ev BeedCeBovr 
5) U A , e Ob AE oS > , ’ U 
éxBadrw Ta datudua, of viol vmov ev Tint exBaddAovew ; 
Sta tovTo avtol KpiTat écovrat tuo: (28) ef dé év 
mvevmatt Oeod éyw exBadrAw TA daimona, apa &pOacev 
ed! vuas ) Bacircla Tod Ocoo. , . . (30) 6 uy dv mer’ 
euod Kar’ éuod éorw, Kal 6 My cuvaywv per’ éuod 
cKopmiCe , . . (43) drav +6 axa0aptov mvetua 
tJ , ° A “~ 9% ’ , + a ) , la 
e€€NOy Grd Tov avOperov, dvgpyxerar ot avdpwv Témy 


THE TEXT 137 


Carob a avaravow Kal ovx evptoet, (44) [rere] Neyer" 
eis Tov OlkOV jLou emarperbe O0ev eG Boy" kat eA@ov 
evpioxer oxoAaCovra [xai] cerapipevoy Kal KeKOoMN- 
Mévov, (45) Tote wopevera Kal mapadauBaver mel 
€auTOU ETTa TveymaTa movmporepa eavTou Kal eloed- 
Odvra Karotkel éxe?, kal yiverat Ta éoyata Too avOpo- 
mou ékeivou Xelpova TaV TpwTwy (pp. 21, 24). 


30. (Sr. Marr. xii. 38, 39, 41, 42; Sr. Luxe xi. 16, 
29-32.) 

(88) [They said]: OéXouev aro cod onmetoy ideiv. 
(39) 6 dé etrev ryeved Tomnpa Kat MoLxaAts onetov 
émiCyrei, Kat onpsiov ov doOjcera aity e my TO 
onuciov "lwva’ dorep yap éyéveto ’Iwvas rois Nuevet- 
TALS onusion, ovrws éxtat Kal 6 vids Tod avOpdrov TH 
yeveg Tarp. (41) dvdpes Novevetrar avarTncovTat 
év 7H Kpicet were THS ryeveas ravrns kat KaraKpivovaty 
avtiy, OTe merevonoav eis TO Knpuy pa "Twa, cat idov 
mAeioy "Twva Bde. (42) Baciiooa vOToU eyepOicera 
év TH Kpicet pera Ths yeveas Tabrys kal Karakpwel 
adriy, Ort HAOevy ex THV meparoy THs Yyhs aKkovoa 
Thy codiay LoAouavos, Kat tov wAelov DoAomevos 


ade (p. 22). 
31. (Sr. Marr. v. 15; Sr. Luxe xi. 33.) 


(15) Ov xatovow vxvov kat TiOéacw adrov vo 
N , 9 ’ Dew th' \ ’ Q Ul lal 
Tov modiov, GAN’ emt THv AvxViay, Kat Aaprer TAoW 
Tois ev TH oikia (p. 53), 
82. (Sr. Marr. vi. 22, 23; Sr. Luxe xi. 34, 35.) 


e 


(22) ‘O Xuxvos Tod cdhuatds éotw 6 dpOadruds 
oN iO oy e 9 , € lal vA sy 
[cov]: eav ovv 4 0 opParnos gov amAous, OAov To 
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, Q aS 9X A e > , 
copa cov dwrevov Erra* (23) éav de 6 dpOadruos 
\ ~ , aT of .J 

@aou Trovnpos Is oAov TO TWULA TOV GCKOTELVOV €oTO. €l 
> Y A v9 4 , ’ ’ ry , , 3 
ov TO Pas TO év GO TKOTOS EoTIV, TO TKOTOS TOGOY ; 


(p. 4). 


33. (Sr. Marr. xxiii. 4, 13, 23, 25, 27, 29, 30-32, 34-36 ; 
St. Luxe xi. 46, 52, 42, 39, 44, 47-52.) 


(4) [Perhaps a “Woe”] Accpetovow opria 
Bapéa cai émiriOéacw ert Tovs wmovs TaV avOpwrwy, 
kat avTol T@ daxtvAm avTav od Oédrovew Kuioat 
aura, 

(18) ovat tpiv rots Dapicaiow, Ste Krelere THY 
Bactrelav Tob Oeod Eutpoobev rav avOpwmrwvs vel 
yap ovk eiaépxerOe ovde Tors elaepxopévous aclere 
ele Oety, 

(23) ovat vuiv Trois Papicaiors, OTt amodexaTouTE 
TO nOvocmoy Kat TO dvyPov Kal TO KUpuvor, Kat adijcate 
ta Bapitepa Tov vouou, THY Kpiaw Kat TO €Acos, 

(25) [Perhaps a « Woe”] [viv] vpets of Papicaion, 
cabapiCere Td éEwbev Tot ToTnpiov Kat Tis mapow/idos, 
owen dé yémovow e& dpmayis Kal axpactas. 

(St. Luke xi. 44) oval vuiv, Ott éoré wo of Tapot 
of doyAol, Kat of avOpwrrot ot TepimarouvTes émavw 
ovK oldacty, 


[(St. Matthew 27) ovat vuiv rois Papicaios, dre 
Tapomowacere Tapow Kecovapevors, otriwes ewbev mev 
aivovrat wpaiot, érwbev dé yémovow doréwy veK Pav 
Kat Taons axa0apcias.] 


Y, € a 7 Lal “~ 
(29-32) ovat vuiv, Sti otkodometre Tovs Tapous TOV 


lal ‘ , » a 
mpodytav (30) Kat Aéyere: cf HucOa ev rails Te paus 
~ , iS 4) A 

TMV TATEepwv Huw, ovK av HucOa avTav KoLWwVoL éV 
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TH aluatt Tov tpcdntov. _ (31) adore 
EavTois, OTL viol ETE TOV povevoavT wy Tot 
[(32) cat vuets TAnpdraTe TO MET POV TOY TAH" 

(34-36) Ova TOUTO Kal 4 Zopia Tov 6 
3 / \ ° e ad y 
amtootéAAw mpos [ets] vuas mpopn 
copous Kat ypaupareis: é& avTa@v amTOKI 
kat di@kere, (35) Saws On ed’ vuas wav ae 
EKXUVYO EVO emt THs yns aro aimatos "“ABedA 
v4 ad 7, , a ’ , 4 
€ws alpatos Laxaplov, ov epovevoate metagu 
Tob vaov Kxat tov Ovoractypiov, (86) anv 

e = A a 

AEywo vuiy, Heee TauTa wWavTa émt THY yeveay 


TauTny (p. 96). 
34. (Sr. Marr. x. 26-33; Sr. Luxe xii. 2-9.) 


(26) Ovdév éorw KekaAuppevoy O OvK amroKadupey- 
nN ‘ a 2 , » , 

erat, Kat KpuTTOY & ov yrwcOijcera. (27) 6 Aeyw 
bmiv év TH oKoTia, elmaTe ev TH PwTi: kat 6 ets TO 
oe 2? ? , 248 A , ‘ 4 
ods axovere, KnoveaTe emt THY Swuatwy. (28) Kat wn 
poPeiabe ars Tov aroKTevvovTwY TO THUA, THY Oe 
Wuxi un Ovvapevoy amroKTetvat: poPeic be dé uaddov 
Tov duvamevoy Kat uxnv Kat cOma amroAéoat ev yeévvy. 
(29) ovxi dvo [wévre] otpov0ia aocapiou [accaptwr 6’) 
mwAcirar; Kat ev e& avrav ov TeceiTat emt THY yi avev 
Tod Oeov. (30) vuav dé Kal at Tpixes Ths Kepadigs 
TATA 7pOunuevat eiciv. (31) py [ovr] poBeiabe - 
rohr@ [yet woAdGy already stood in Q] orpovOiwy 
Oraépere vets. (382) mas ody doris Opmodoyioe év 
éuot eumpoobey TOV avOparrwy, Omodoyijoet Kat 6 vios 

a? , e , 9 A . 9 penn. 
Tov avOpw7rou [vel Guoroyiow xaryw| ev avT@ eum poo ey 
tov ayyéduv TOO Beov- (33) doris dé apvijonrat 
pe eurpocbey Tav avOpadrwv, aprjcopat Kayo avrov 


umporOev Tay ayyédwy Tod Oeot (pp. 14, 82). 
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r. Marr. xii. 82; Sr. Luxe xii. 10.) 


d oN A , ‘ fal en A 
os e€av eizy oyov Kata TOU viov TOU 
A , Ny A 
apeOijcera alte: bs 8 dv ery Kata TOO 
ToU aylov, ovk apeOjcerae ato (p. 21). 


(Sr. Marr. vi. 25-33; Sr. Luxe xii. 22-31.) 

25) Ara rovro Néyw vmiv, wy Meptuvare Th Wuxn 
UMOV TL payne, unde TH cHmaTe Yuav Tl évdvonabe- 
ovxt 4 Wuxn wAcidv eat Tis Tpopys Kal TO cua 
Tov évdipatos; (26) euBrAtbare els Tods kopakas [Ta 
meTEWa TOU ovpavou?], Ste ov omeipovow ove Oepi- 
Covory oude guvaryouoly eis aroOyjKas, Kal 6 Ocds Tpepet 
auTous: ovX U4Lelg MaAXOV Ovadépere adrav; (27) ris d& 
e& UMOV Meptvov dvvarat mpooGeivat eri THY HALKiaY 
avrou mhxuv eva; (28) cat Tept EvOUMATOS Ti MEPLULVATE ; 
karauabere Ta Kpiva mas avEavovow ov Korimow ovdE 
vp9ovaws (29) Aéyw dé duiv, [871] ovdE Dorouov év 
Taon TH dd&n avrou mepteBarerTo ws &v ToUTwr. (30) 
et 0é év ayp® Tov XO prov onMEpov OvTa Kat avpioy eis 
kAiBavov BadrdAduevoy 6 eds ottws audrevyvcry, ov 
TOAAM MGAXov buas, oAvyomiarot; (31) uy ody MEptL- 
monte AéyovrTes: Ti paywue ; 4 Ti wiwmev; } Th 
meptiBardueba ; (82) ravra yap Taira Ta eyy [Tov 
Koo mou] emi(nTovaw* older yap 6 TaTnp vuov Ort 
XPNCETE TOUTWY aTayTwv. (33) Cyreire 0& tHv Bact- 
Aelay avTov, Kat TabTa mavra mporreOjnceTar vpiv 


(p. 4). 
36. (Sr. Marr. vi. 19-21; Sr. Luxe xii. 33, 34.) 
(19) M;, OncaupiCere UMiv Onc avpovs ert TAS 185 
Srrou ons Kal Bodog apaviCer, kal drov krérrat dvopia- 
govow Kat Krérrovew: (20) OncaupiCere Oe tpiv 
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Onoavpous ev ovpavois, Omov ovTe ons ovTE Bpacrs 
apavicer Kal Srrov «Aemrau ov Svoptocouew ouvde 
Krérrovew: (21) drov yap éorw 6 Oncavpds cov 
[Umar], xed Gora Kat 4 Kkapota cov [vuev] (pp. 66, 4). 


37. (Sr. Marr. xxiv. 43-51; Sr. Luxe xii. 39, 40, 
42-46.) 


(43) ’Exeivo de yidboKere, Ort et inset 6 oixoderrdrns 
mol pracy © KAérTNS & EPXET as eypnyopurey dv Kat 
ovx dy lacey Stopux Oijvae THY olKiay avrob. (ea) [ova 
ToUTO Kal vmels river Oe erounot, STL f ov doxeire & og 0 
vids Tov avO pimou epxerat.] (45) Tis dpa early 0 
mTloT OS dios Kal Ppovimos, o ov Kareornoey rf) KU ptos ert 
THS OIKETELAS avr oo Tou dovvat avrois THY Tpopyy ev 
Kalpe ; (46) paKdpios 0 doddos exeivos Ov eA Oey 0 
KUpLOS avTou eupriret ovTws TOLOUVTG. (47) any eyo 
Uuiy OTL ert TAaTW Tots vmapxouoty avToU KaTacTioe 
aurov. (48) éav oe ely O [xaos] dovAos exeivos ev TH 
Kapola avr ob (49) xporiGe Lov O KUPLOSS | Kat dpEnrat 
TUTTE TOUS TUYSOVAOUS avrovs, eon de Kal my mera 
TOV peOvovror, (50) Ee 6 KUplos Tov dovAou éxeivou 
ev me pg fh ov mpoodoxg Kal ev Spe n ov yuworet, 
(51) Kat drxoropmierer QUTOV Kal TO Mépos avrTou mera 
Tov vrokpiTav Ojce (p. 31). 


38. (Sr. Marr. x. 34, 35, 36; Sr. Luxe xii. 51, 53.) 
(34) Aoxetre, dru Oov Barely elonvyy ert Thy viv; 
ov 7ADov Bareiv elpnynv GANG Haxarpay. (35) nABov 
yap dryacat av pworov Kara TOU Tar pos avTou Kat 
Ouyarépa Kata Tis WNT POS aUTHS Kal vipmepny KaTa Ths 
mevOepas aris. (86) [kat €xOpoi TOU avOpeémrou ot 
oixtaxol avTov] (p. 85). 
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39. (Sr. Marr. v. 25, 26; Sr. Luxe xii. 58, 59.) 


(25) "lot elvody TH avTWikw cov Taxv ews Srov et 
mer’ avToo ev 7H 60m" pn more oe mapade 6 avTiducos 
TH KplTn Kal O KpITHS TO Uanpern, Kat es cbvAaKny 
BrxOiion (26) [aunv] A€yw cot, ov my EEEOnS exeiOer, 
ws dy amodws Tov erxaTov KodpayTyy (p. 54). 


40. (Sr. Marr. xiii. 31-33; Sr. Luxe xiii. 18-21.) 


(33) [eat mad elrev’] TIVt OMoLwow Thy Bacirelar 
Tou Oeou,; opota eoriy Coun, A nv AaBotea yun évéx puvev 
els aevpou cara T pla, €we o0 eCuyasOn dAov. This 
was most probably preceded by: tim opuota éoriv 4 
Bacireia Tot Beov, Kai Tit OmoWwow ati; mola erty 
KOKK®@ owdTrews, ov AaBwy avOpwrros eomretpev ey TO 
aype avrod, kat nvenoev Kat yivera (ets) dévdpov Kat 
Ta TeTEWa TOU oUpavod KaTacKyvol év Tois Kado 


avrou (p. 26). 


41. (Sr. Marr. vii. 18, 14; Sr. Luxe xiii. 24.) 
(13) EicéNOare dia ris orevigg miAns: Sti TWAaTEa 
[7 wvAy] Kat evpvxwpos 4 Odds 4 amayovoca eis THY 
amw\elay, Kat woANOl elow of eicepydouevor Ov adTIs. 
(14) OTe orev 4 TUAn Kat TeOAyumevn 7 odds 7 
dmayoura els THY Cov, Kal driyor eicty of evpic- 
Kovres avTqy (p. 67). 


42. (Sr. Marr. viii. 11, 12; Sr. Luxe xiii. 28, 29.) 

(11) Aéyw viv, Ste aod avaron av kat duvet Mav 
iEovow Kal pears pera 'ABpady kat "Ioaak 
kat "TaxwB év ty Bacirela Tod Oeod: (12) of dé viol ris 
Bacthetas efehevoovrat [e«BAnOrjoovrar] &&w* exel éorat 
0 KAavOu0s Kat 6 Bpvyuos Tay dddvrwv (p. 77). 
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43. (Sr. Marr. xxiii. 37-39; Sr. Luxe xiii. 34, 35.) 


(37) “Tepougadrip, ‘Tepovradiiu, 4 ATOKTELVOUTa Tous 
mpopiras kat \OoBohoica Tous dmerradpévous T pos 
airy, TooaKis nO0eAnoa emiouvaryaryelv TA TEKVO, gov, 
ov Tpomov opus [emiowvaryet] Ta voocia [avrijs] va0 
Tas mrEpuyas, kat ovx 0cAncare’ (38) dou apierat 
UMLY O olicos Ua Epntios. (39) eyo [yap] v Upiv, OV [A 
Me iyre & an apre | éws dv [ign re] elryre’ evoynuévos 
ry épxomevos év ovouart Kupiou (p. 29). 


44, (Sr. Marr. xxiii. 12; Sr. Luxe xiv. 11.) 


(12) "Oorw whdoce éavtov rarewwbOyceTal, Kal 
ow , e A e , 
doris TaTeWwooe EavTov v\ywOjceTat (p. 29). 


45. (Sr. Marr. x. 37; Sr. Luxe xiv. 26.) 

(37) [O prov TaTépa 7 MnTépa uTep EME OUK EXTLY 
pov akwos* Kat 6 pidray viov } Ouyarépa virep eué ovK 
éorw mou aétos] (p. 85). 

46. (Sr. Marr. x. 388, Sr. Luxe xiv. 27.) 

(38) “Os ov AauBaver Tov aravpov adTod Kal axoXov- 
Oct drrisw pov, ov éorw pov Akos (p. 86). 

47. (Sr. Marr. v. 13; Sr. Luxe xiv. 34, 35.) 


(18) ‘Yeis eore To ddas [ras yas]: éayv 6€ TO dAas 

aA 9 , e , 5) NA Naga’ J »? 9 A 
powpavO7, ev Tint cAtcOnoerat,; els ovdey iryve ert et MH 
Brnbev ew xatarareicba v0 Tov avOperwy (p. 58). 


48. (Sr. Marr. xviii. 12, 13; Sr. Luxe xv. 4-7.) 

(12) Ti uiv OoKel,; eav yévnTat TWh avOparw éxaTov 

, 4 Lode «| ? 5) ro IN x} , A 
mpoBara kat mAavyOy éy e& avTav, ovxt adjce Ta 
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b] , 9 , STS ‘ 4 QA 4 a QA 
evernkovTa évvea emt Ta Opn Kat mopevOets Cnret TO 
, 4a oN , e a ’ g > a 

mAavwmevov; (13) kat éav yevnrae evpeiv avto, [auny] 

Xe eon v4 , a3 ° aa aAr eke ee | a ] , 
eyw vpiv, OTL Yalpel Ew avTw MaAXov H ETL TOIS Everif- 

, al , 
KovTa evvéa Tois wy TeTAGYnMEVvoLs (p. 91). 


49. (Sr. Marr. vi. 24; Sr. Luxe xvi. 13.) 
(24) Oddeis dvvarrat Ouct kupiows Oovdevew* j 7] yap TOV 


eva monet Kat TOV éTepov ayanncet, n €v0s avOcEerat 
Kal TOU eTépou Karappovncet ov dvvacOe Oem dovAcvery 
Kal paywva (p. 4). 


50. (Sr. Marr. xi. 12, 13; Sr. Luxe xvi. 16.) 


Cs), O: {mpopirat kat 6 vomos ews ’Iwavvouv' amo 
ToTe ews apr 7 Baothela Tov Oeov Buaterat, Kat 
Biacrat ipriovow avrijy [vel : "Amo Tov miEpav 
"Todvvou ws KTA. mavTes yap of Tpopyrat Kat o 
vonos Ewe Iwavvov érpopyrevoar] (p. 15). 


51. (Sr. Marr. v. 18; Sr. Luxe xvi. 17.) 


(18) [Amy heya Umi], & ews av mapern 6 Oo oupavos 
Kal 7 vh lora év 4 pla Kepala ov py mrapéerOy aro 
Tov vouou (p. 53). 


52. (Sr. Marr. v. 82; Sr. Luxe xvi. 18.) 


(2) [Eye eyo U uuiv'] mas o drove THY yuvaixa 
QUvTOoU 7TroLEl aurny MotxevOnvat, Kat O¢ eav GmroAeAumevny 
yaunon, morxarat (p. 54). 


53. (St. Marr. xviii. 7; Sr. Luxe xvii. 1.) 


(7) ’Avaryey eADeiv Ta oxavdana, TAnv oval TO 
avOpdre, dv oS TO cxavdadov epxerat (p. 28). 
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54. (St. Marr. xviii. 15, 21, 22; Sr. Luxe xvii. 3, 4.) 


e 3: 


(15) "Hay amapTnon 7) ade pos cou, éAey Eov avTov* 
éav cou axovon, éxépdnoas Tov adeApov FOV — —— 
moodnis _auaprice els éue O awWersos fuov Kal adiow 
ato ; ews errdnis ; deévyer QUT@ 6 ‘Ingods’ ov A€yw 
Toi €ws EmTaKis, GAAG ws &BSoucovra é érra (p. 93). 


55. (Sr. Marr. xvii. 20°; Sr. Luxe xvii. 6.) 


20) "Eav exnre mistw ws KoKKov owarrews, épeire 
Ty dpe ToT’ peTaBa evOev éxei, Kal peTaBjocerat 


(p. 91). 


56. (Sr. Mart. xxiv. 26, 27, 28, 37-41; Sr. Luxe 
Xvii. 23, 24, 37, 26, 27, 34, 35.) 

(26) ’Eay ov etrwow ipiv: idov ev rH epnuw érrir, 
1) eEEAOnTe" idov év Tots Tapetots, a) Teor eaNTE® 
(27) woomep yap 7 dorpamn eépxerau aro avarohay 
kat paiverar & ews CVT MOY, obras éorau 9 mrapouata TOU 
viod Tov avOpdmov' (28) drov éav } TO TToua, éxel 
cuvaxOjcovrat of aeTot. 

(37) “Qorep ai jyépa tod Noe, ottws état 7 
mapouvoia Tot viod Tod avOpsémov" (38) ws yap joay 
ev Tats me pas [écetvars] Tais 70 TOU KaTakAvo ou 
Tpoyovres Kal qWivovTes, yauovvres kal yaui Corres, 
aX pe fis me pas eionAOev Noe eis tHv KPwror, (39) Kat 
ovK eyvoray Ews rev 6 ri) karax)uo pos Kat jpev dravras, 
OUT WS ErTaL 7 Tmapovota Tob viow Tob avOparrov, 

(40) écovra Ovo év TH aypY, Ets TrapadapBdverat 
Kal eis adiera' (41) So édjOovea ev TO MAW, pia 
mapahauBaverat kat ula adierat (p. 105). 

K 
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57. (Sr. Marr. x. 39; Sr. Luxe xvii. 33.) 


a @ 2 lal 
(39) “O evdpav [ds éav edpn] tH uxnv avrob 
° , 9 , , a nN ed la ¢€ % , 4 
amToNéoet avTHV, Kal Os Av amodéce [Oo aroAecas] THY 
Wuxny avrod evpicet aviv (p. 86). 


58. (Sr. Marr. xxv. 29; Sr. Luxe xix. 26.) 


(29) To éyovte [ravi] doOjcera Kai mepiccev- 
Ojcerat’ Tov de My éXovTos Kat 0 exe apOjcerat ar 


avrod (p. 34). 


59. (Sr. Marr. xix. 28; Sr. Luxe xxii. 28, 30.) 


(28) “Ypeis of axorXovOjoavrés por . . . KabicecOe 
eri daddexa Opdvous Kpivovres Tors dddexa cpudds Too 


Iopayd (p. 95). 


II.—Lineuistic CHARACTERISTICS 


Each of the three synoptists (St. Luke most 
markedly) possesses numerous verbal, stylistic, and 
grammatical peculiarities, even if the style of each 
be not distinctly formed and homogeneous. These 
sections which we have here separated away from 
their present context do not possess such marked 
characteristics. It is therefore impossible, or at 
least unsafe, to uphold their homogeneity upon 
grounds of vocabulary and style. 


1 The best discussion of these is found in Hawkins, ‘‘ Horm 
Synoptices” (1899), pp. 1 ff 
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A.— VOCABULARY 


(1) Vers 


Apart from eva, we find in Q about 166 simple 
verbs (occurring in about 475 places) and about 82 
compound verbs (in about 168 places), namely :— 


dyadhiaobat, 3 1 

dyarav, 6 (ter), 49 

aipew, 2, 56, 58 

aireiv, 5, 28 (quin- 
quies) 

axoXovbeiv, 13, 17, 
(bis), 46, 59 

dove, 12 (bis), 
13, 14 (ter), 26 
(quater), 30, 34+, 
54 


dAnGewv, 56 
arifew, 47 
dpapraverv, 54 (bis) 
dpiOpety, 34% 
apxeiv, 10 
dpveicOat 34% (bis) 
aprdtev, 50 
apxeo Gar (1), 14, 37 
dordfer Oar, 6, 20 
(bis) 
avaAciv, 15 
avédvev, 35, 40 
adavite, 36 (bis) 
Bardev, 1, 2, 13, 
35, 38 (bis), 39, 
AT 


Bamrife 1 (bis) 
Bacavigew, 13 
Baordfev, 1, 20 
Bialer Oat, 50 
Brera, 8, 14, 26 
(bis) 
Bovtrcor Par, 25 
Bpéxewy (6) 
yapeiv, 52, 56 
yapifev, 56 
yéeperv, 33 (bis) 
ytver Gan, 2,6, 10, 23 
(bis), 25, 29, 30, 
387, 40, 48 (bis) 
ywookev, 11, 25 
(Dis) 34°, 37 
(bis), 56 
ypapev, 2 (quater), 
14 


ypnyopetv, 37 

SarpoviCer Oar, 29 

Savifer Oat, 5 

Secxvvewv, 2 

Scio Pat, 18 

Seopeverv, 33 

déxer Oar, 22 (bis), 
24 (quater) 





diddoxewy (3) 
diddvat, 2, 5, 27, 28 
(ter), 30, 37, 58 
Sixaovy, 15 
dixdfev, 38 
dtxoropuety, 37 
dude, 3 (bis), 6, 
33 
Soxetv, 1, 37, 38, 
48 . 
SovAcvew, 49 (bis) 
Sivacba. 1, 344 
(bis), 35, 49 (bis) 
éav, 
éyyiev, 16, 22 
éeyeipev, 1, 14 (bis), 
30 


elvat, vv. ll. 

cireiv, 1, 2 (quater), 
3, 8, 13 (quater 
vel ter), 14 (bis), 
17 (bis), 22, 25, 
30, 33, 34° (bis), 
34> (bis), 37, 40, 
43, 55, 56 

eAeyxetv, 54 

épnpovv, 29 





1 The numbers here refer to the sections of the text as given 


above. 
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épxerOar, 1 (bis), 
12 (bis), 13 (ter), 
14, 15 (bis), 20, 
29, 30, 33, 37, 
(ter), 38 (ter), 
43, 53 (bis), 56 

éoOiew, 15 (bis), 21, 
eyed GY) 

edayyeXiler Oar, 14 

edroyeiv, 43 

edvoeiv, 39 

evpicxev, 13, 28 
(bis), 29 (bis), 
37, 41, 48, 57 
(bis) 

exe, 1, 6, 13, 15, 
17 (bis), 55, 58 
(ter) 

(hv, 2 

(nteiv, 28 (bis), 29, 
35, 48 

{vpovy, 40 

qKew, 33, 37, 42, 43 

Garrew, 17 (bis) 

Davpagev, 13 

Gedo Par, 14 

Oédew (e0édewv), 4, 
5, 7, 30, 33, 43 
(bis) 

Gepedrody, 12 

Oeparrevev, 13, 29 

Oepifev, 35 

Oncavpifery, 36 (bis) 

OAiBewv, 41 

Opnveiv, 15 

ido O01, 18 (bis vel 
semel) 

iSetv, 1, 14 (bis), 26 
(bis), 30, 43 

tordvas, 2 





ioyvew, 47 

kale, 31 

Kabapifev, 14, 33 

kadvrrev, 34% 

keto au, 1 

Kepdatverv, 54 ~ 

Knptvocev, 16, 344 

kivetv, 33 

kAciev, 33 

kXérrew, 36 (bis) 

kXivev, 17 

KoAAGo Oat, 22 

koviav, 33 

Koma, 35 

kértec Oar, 15 

koopetv, 29 

kpivew, 4, 8 (qua- 
ter), 59 

kpovewv, 28 (bis) 

Kptrrew, 25, 34 

Aadeiv, 29 

AapBavew, 4, 28, 
40 (bis), 46 

Adparewv, 31 

Aarpeverv, 2 

Néyewv, 1 (bis), 2 
(bis), (3), 6, 11, 
12, 13 (quater), 
14 (bis), 15 (ter), 
16, 17 (bis), 18, 
22 (bis), 23, 26 
29, 30, 33 (bis), 
34°, 35, (ter), 37, 
39, 42, 43, 48, 
51, 54 (bis) 

AGoBorciv, 43 

paptupetv, 33 

peOvev, 37 

péeAdav, 1 

péverv, 21 
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pepiferv, 29 
Pepiuvav,35(quater) 
petpety 8 (bis) 
pucety, 49 
porxevewv, 52 (bis) 
popatvew, 47 
videw, 35 
vyoreverv, 2 
odnyetv, 9 
ofda, 28, 33, 35, 37, 
39 
oikodopeiv, 12 (bis), 
33 


opovoby, 12 (bis), 
15, 40 (bis?) 

Opodoyeiv, 342 (bis) 

ovedifew, 3 

Opxeio Oat, 15 

mewvacev, 2 

mewvav, 3 

metpaferv, 2 (bis) 

were, 14 

mevOeiv, 3 

ive, 15 (bis), 21, 
35, 37, 56 

wimrew, 9, 12, 34° 

TLoTEVvELV (13), 56 

travac bat, 48 (ter) 

wAnpovy, 33 

mvéew, 12 (ter) 

jovetv, 1 (bis), 6 
(ter), 7 (bis), 11 
(ter), 12 (ter), 
13 (bis), 37, 52 

Topever Oar, 13 (bis), 
14 (bis), 16, 29, 
48 

mpopntevew (50) 

mwr<€iv, 34° 

pamifew, 4 


oarevew, 14 
capovv, 29 
oKavdadifev, 14 
oKoprifey, 29 
oreipev, 35, 40 
otpepery, 4 
oxoXdfewv, 29 
Tamewvovv, 44 (bis) 
tiBévor, 31, 37 


dppievvivat, 14, 35 
dvaBXeErewv, 14 
dvayer Oar, 2 
dvakXivew, 42 
dvatédXew, 6 
avicravat, 30 
dvoiyewv, 28 
dvTéxopat, 49 
dmayyedXew, 14 
drdyewv, 41 (bis) 
dmépyer Oat, 17 (bis) 
amodexatovv, 33 
droéudovat, 39 
aroxaAtrrety, 
(bis), 34 
amoxpiver Oat, 2, 13, 
14 
dwokteive, 33, 34° 
(bis), 43 
drodAtivat, 34°, 57 
(bis) 
dmoAvewv, 52 (bis) 
aropdaccer Oat, 22 
amooréeA dew, 14, 19, 
24, 33, 43 
aroatpeper Gan, 5 
dduevar, 2, 4, 8, 17, 
QT (bis), 33 (bis), 


25 
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Tpeperv, 35 
tpdyew, 56 
torte, 37 

bpoov, 23, 44 (bis) 
payeiv, 35 (bis) 
gaiver Oar, 33, 56 
péepewv, 11 

pevyety, 1 

pOavery, 29 


34> (bis), 43, 48, 
54, 56 (bis) 
dia BAErev, 8 
Siaxabapifeyv, 1 
Siadépew, 34%, 35 
Siépxer Gar, 29 
duopvocew, 36 (bis), 
37 


eivépxer Oar, 12, 13 
(bis), 20, 22 (bis), 
29, 33 (ter), 41 
(bis) 

elohepey, 27 

éxBadXrev, 8 (bis), 
18, 29 (ter), (42?) 

éxkomreuy, 1 

exrerpacerv, 2 

exxtvev, 33 

eépxer Gar, 14 (ter), 
22, 29 (bis), 39, 
42, 56 (ter) 

eLiordvia, 29 

eLoporoyeta Oar, 25 

eykptrrewv, 40 

epBrerew, 35 

evdvvev, 35 

évreAciv, 2 

exd.ddvat, 28 (bis) 
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gireiv (45) (bis) 
poPeicGar, 344 (ter) 
povevev, 33 (bis) 
popety, 14 

xatpew, 3, 48 
xopracey, 3 
xpnterv, 35 
xpovitev, 37 
pevder Oar, 3 


éri(ntetv, 30, 35 
ervOupetv, 26 
eruotpeperv, 20, 29 
erirvvayety, 43 
emiTiBevar, 33 
érutperetv, 17 
Kabifer Oar (Kab7- 
oOo), 15, 59 
Kafiordvat, 37 (bis) 
xataBaivew,12(bis), 
23 


KaTakavely, 1 

7 ° 
Kataxpiverv, 30 (bis) 
Katavoeiv, 8 
katapavOdverv, 35 
Katamateiv, 47 

4 

katackevacev, 14 


|katacknvovv, 40 


Kkatappovety, 49 
KaTouKkety, 29 
petaPaiverv, 55 (bis) 
petavociv, 23, 30 
Tapadiddsvat, 25, 39 


trapakadeiobat, 8, 
13 
rapadapBavev, 2 


(bis), 29, 56 (bis) 


mapatiévat, 22 


150 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


mapepxerOat, 51] mpocedyer Oar, 6 ovAdéyev, 11 

(bis) mpookorrew, 2,12 |ovvayew, 1, 29, 35, 
mapopodcew, 33 mporkvveiy, 2 (bis) 56 
mepiBarrew, 35 (bis) | rpoomiarev, 12 trdyew (13) 
mepurareiv, 14, 33 |mpooriBevar, 35 |trdpxev (Partic.), 
mpocdoxav, 14, 37 (bis) 
mpooépxerOar, 13 | rporgwvetv, 15 trodexvivat, 1, 121 

The numerical ratio of simple to compound verbs 
is of interest. They stand in the ratio of 100:50— 
very nearly the same as that which holds in the 
Gospel of St. John and the Epistle of St. James.?_ In 
the Epistle of St. John the ratio of simple to com- 
pound verbs is actually 100: 18; in the first Epistle 
of Peter, on the other hand, as 100:63; in the 
Kpistle of St. Jude as 100 : 78, and in the Epistle to 
the Ephesians as 100:79. St. Luke has about 66 per 
cent. more compounds than St. Matthew, in which 
gospel the ratio is almost exactly the same as that in 
St. Mark. The relatively small number of compound 
verbs in Q (especially if one takes the total number of 
occurrences: 4'75 of simple verbs to 168 of compound) 
may be advanced as evidence of near relationship of 
this source to the Semitic. The compounds are almost 

1 Of these eighty-two compound verbs, twenty-four are not found 
elsewhere in St. Matthew, namely: dugteryivat, dvdyerOar, avréxer- 
Gat, drodexaroby, droudocerOat, duaBrérew, Siaxabaplteav, duépyerOat, 
Sioptocew, eloépxerOar, exmeipdfew, etiordvar, eyxpiwrew, émididdvar, 
karapavOdvew, kaTavoeiy, karackevdtey, mapouoidtew, mpor doar, ™ poo 
korrew, mpoomlmre, mpooribévat, rpoopwveiy, vrodexvivat. 

? In St. John there are about 209 simple verbs to 100 compound ; 
in St. James, 126 simple to 64 compound. In St. John, however, 
it must be observed that a particular simple verb occurs much 
more frequently than a particular compound verb. 

5 The rare use of compound verbs in St. John admits of a similar 


explanation ; though here a conscious literary purpose must also be 
taken into account. 
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always verbs of the most common description '— 
indeed the majority of them are those in which the 
preposition has kept its elementary local significance, 
or those which are no longer felt to be compounds. 
The only compound verbs that are at all characteristic 
are d:aBAérew in 8, dvaxabapiCew in I, dvopvacety in 
36 and 37 (vide Job xxiv. 16; Exod. xxii. 2; Jer. li. 
34), émiCyreiv in 30 and 35, éuBrérev in 35, mpoc- 
airrev in 12. Compounds with vrép and po are 
entirely absent. The simple verbs also are practically 
always verbs in common use; the only exceptions are 
dvyaCetv (38; wanting in the LXX), duyoTomely (37; 
only here in the New Testament—cf. Exod. xxix. 17), 
conacOa (33, of Acts xxiii. 3), capovrba. (29, of. St: 
Luke xv. 8, a later form of caipecOa). We can dis- 
cover scarcely any instances of constant use of, or 
of prejudice in favour of, particular verbs. Of the 
eighty-two compounds only twenty-five occur in more 
than one passage (vz. aucprevvival, QTOKAAUT TEL, ATrO- 
kpiver Pat, QTOKTELVEW, ATOAAUVAlL, ATOTTEAAELYs acptévat, 
drape pey diopvacetys eicépxer Bau, ex Barre, eXépxer Oat, 
ETLCNTEL emo T PEPE, cabiCer Oat, KaTaPaivelv, meTa- 
voeiv, mrapadidvat, mrapaxaneia Gat, mapadap Pavey, 
TEPLTATELs m poo SoKay, T POTKOTTELY, gaye, U7r0- 
Sexvivat); here the only important trait is the 
repetition of diuadépeu, dvopiccew, but especially of 
adiéva. Of the 166 simple verbs only fifty-one are 
found in more than one passage (viz. ayaray, aipew, 
aireiy, axoNoulely, GKOUEL, apxeo Oat, acmaCer Oat, 
avéavew, Barre, BaoraCev, Pree, yaueiy, yiver Oat, 


1 A double compound is only once found (in 43: émiouvarye) ; but, 
as will be shown, im a quotation. 
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ywooke, ypapew, déxerOar, diddvar, Sudxew, Soxelv, 
dvvac Oat, eyyiCet, evel pety; ELTTELVs épxer Oat, eo Olewv, 
evplaxety, EXEL, nTeiv, HKetv, Oérev, Oeparrevery, lei, 
kabapiCev, KnPUTo EW, Kpivew, KpuTTew, AayBaver, 
Aérvyerv, oldas olkodomety, OMoLovY, wiveww, ware [atc- 
Tevelv], motel, mopever Bat, oreipew, TiOévat, vvpour, 
paiverOat, xaipev); none of these (except perhaps 
evel pew in 1, 14, 30, the redundant apxer Oa in [1] 
14, 37, axorXovbeiv, aoraCer Oat, BarrXev and doxetv) 
is characteristic. That our sixty sections form an 
homogeneous whole does not therefore admit of 
stringent proof based upon an investigation of the 
character of the verbs both simple and compound. 


(2) Sussrantives anp ADJECTIVES 

What has been said of the verbs also holds good 
for the substantives and adjectives: these also scarcely 
form a basis for the conclusion that the sections are 
homogeneous. Remarkable words and phrases are 
exceedingly rare, and these as a rule occur each only 
once. Yet attention may perhaps be drawn to the 
following: Ilacas ras Bacirelas tod Kéomov Kat THY 
dd€ay adréy (2) and Zorouwv év racy Ty Ooky avrou 
(35); tas Baotrelas tov xdopnov (2) and ra vn tov 
kdomou (35); “loaf” and “stone” in 2 and 28; amoOnky 
in 1 and 35; dvarod? and dvopot in 42 and 56; the 
frequent occurrence of the word Bact\ela; the use 
of ryeved in 15, 30, 33, of dévdpov in 1, 11, and 40, of 
dovAos in 10 and 3%, of * éonuos in 2, 14, and 56, of ¢ 
px omevos in 1, 14, and 43, of "Toparr in 13 and 59, 
of KrAérrns (together with Ovopiacety) in 386 and 37, of 
ot 6xAor in (1) 14 and 29, of Tepiraoy in 6 and 14, 
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of ra mereiva Tov ovpavod in 17, 85, and 40, of zicris 
(13, 55: different degrees ot faith), of copia in 15, 
30, and (33), of reAdyys in 6 and 15, of UTOKpLTIIS in 
8 and 37. <A noteworthy trait is the great number 
of adjectives used as substantives. This finds an 
explanation in the fact that the original was Semitic. 
Proper names are of very scanty occurrence (Abel, 
Abraham, Jacob, Jonas, Isaac, Israel, Ninevites, Noah, 
Solomon, Zacharias, John [the Baptist], Pharisees, 
Beelzebub, Mammon; Bethsaida, Chorazin, Gomorrha, 
Jerusalem, Jordan, Capernaum, Sidon, Sodom). Not 
one of the disciples of our Lord is mentioned by name, not 
even St. Peter; by accident also the name of pabytai 
for them is wanting in the text preserved for us 
(except in one passage 10; in 14 the word does not refer 
to disciples of our Lord)—this, however, is only acci- 
dental: numerous passages refer to them, and in 59 
we are told of twelve thrones for the followers of Jesus. 
The concept “of axoAovBovvres” (axoAovGeir) is of great 
import in Q (13, 17, 46, 59). The term o X pistes 
for our Lord is found only once (14). In regard to 
the title 6 «pos as applied to our Lord, it is not 
quite certain whether St. Matt. vii. 21 (St. Luke vi. 
46) stood in Q; but in this context it has no more 
significance than the xépre in the mouth of the cen- 
turion (in 13); Q itself never calls our Lord “6 kipzos,” 
its designation for Him is simply “Jesus” (vide 2 
[13], 17, and 54). In regard to the adjectives, by far 
the most noteworthy feature is the use of a&tos (1, 20, 
21, 45, 46), of axaplos (3, 14, 26, 37), of 6ros (32, 40), 
of zoAvs (3, 18, with pucOes and with Oepiru.0s); and 
of Trovnpos (11, 28, 29, 30, 32). 
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The following is a complete list of the substantives 


and adjectives :— 


"ABeX, 33} 

"ABpadu, 1 (bis), 42 

ayaGd, Td, 28 (bis) 

dyaoit, oi, 6 

dyaravres, ot, 6 

Gyyedor, 2, 14, 34° 
(bis) 

dyopa, 15 

dypés, 35, 40, 56 

adeApds, 6, 8 (ter), 
54 (ter) 

gdns, 23 

adiKot, ot (6) 

detos, 56 

iva, 33 (quater) 

aKxabapoia, 33 

axavOat, 11 

akpacia, 33 

dXas, 47 (bis) 

&Aevpov, 40 

dAwy, 1 

ahorné, 17 

dpaptwAds, 6, 15 

dpos, 12 

dvayKn, 53 

dvdmravo.s, 29 

dvatoAn, 42, 56 

dvepos, 12 (bis), 14 

avnfov, 33 

avnp, 12 (bis), 30 

dvOpwrros, 2, 7, 13, 
14,15 (bis),°17,; 
28, 29 (bis), 30, 
33 (ter), 34° (ter), 

38 (bis), (40), 47, 

48, 53 


’ 





avridixos, 39 (bis) 

agivn, 1 

daroOykn, 1, 35 

ardXeva, 41 

aprayy, 33 

dptos, 2 (bis), 27, 
28 


doodpiov, 34° 
dotparn, 56 
dyvpov, 1 
BadrXavriov, 20 
Barrirpa, 1 
Bamrrioris (14) 
Baptrepa, 4, 33 
Bacrreia, 2, 12, 14, 
16, 29 (bis), 33, 
35, 40 (bis ?), 42 
(bis), 50 
Baorreds, 14 (26) 
Bacitiooa, 30 
BeeACeBovaA, 29 
ByOoadav, 23 
Biacris, 50 
BoOvvov, 9 
Bpox%, 12 (bis) 
Bpvypds, 42 
Bpacrs, 36 (bis) 
yéeevva, 34 
yeved, 15, 30 (qua- 
ter), 33 
yévynpa, 1 
yevynrtés, 6, 14 
YN, 22, 25, 30, 33, 
34%, 36, 38 (47), 
51 


Topudppa, 22 


ypapparedts, 33 

yvv7n, 14, 40, 52 

Saipdviov, 15, 
(bis) 

ddxtvdros, 33 

dévdpov, 1 (bis), 11 
(quinquies), 40 

Seopwrypiov, 14 

didBoXos, 2 (bis) 

dvddoKaXos, 10 (bis) 

dikavor, of (6) 

dudxovtes, of, 6 

doxds, 8 (ter) 

ddpa (28) 

dofa, 2, 35 

SovAos, 10 (bis), 13, 
37 (quater) 

Stvapus, 23 

Suopds, 42, 56 

Sudexa, of (indi- 
rectly), 59 

Sdpa, 348 

eOvixoi, ot, 6 

€Ovos, 35 

eipyvn, 20 (bis), 38 
(bis) 

ékaTOvTapyos, 
(ter vel bis) 

éXeos, 33 

evdupa, 35 (bis) 

éovoia, 13 

e£wOev, 76, 33 

epyarns, 18 (bis), 21 

epyov, 14 

Epnpos, 4, 2, 14, 
56 


29 


13 
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cPXépevos, 6, 1, 14, idra, 51 


ork Td, 29 
evookia, 25 
S60, oi, 6 (38) 
exfdvn, 1 
Zaxapias, 33 


nSvocpov, 33 

HAuKia, 35 

HAvos, 6 

APE PO, Pa, OA ONS Sih. 
37 (50), 56 (ter) 

OédAnpa, 12 

Beds, 1, 2 (bis) 12, 
14, 16, 29 (bis), 
33 (bis), 344 (ter), 
35 (bis), 40 (bis?), 
42, 49, 50 

Depurpés, 18 (ter) 

Onoavpos, 36 (ter) 

Opié, 34% 

Opdvos, 59 

Buydrnp, 38 (45) 

Ovovarripiov, 33 

‘TaxdB, 42 

tepov, 70, 2 

‘lepovoaAyp, 2, 43 
(bis) 

. Inoots, 2 (ter) (13), 
17, 54 

ipdtiov, 4 

*Topddavys, 1 

ToadaKk, 42 

Topanr, 13, 59 

ixOus, 28 

Twvas, 30 (quater) 

*Twdvvns, 1, 14 (qua- 
ter), 15, 50 


katpos, 25, 37 
KdAapos, 14 
kapoia, 36, 37 
kaprés, 1 (bis), 11 
(quinquies) 
Kdpdos, 8 (ter) 
katakAvo pos, 
(bis) 
Katackynvwcts, 17 
Kadapvaotp, 18, 23 
kepaia, 51 
kepady, 17, 34° 
Knpvypa, 30 
KiBwrds, 56 
kAddos, 40 
kAavOpos, 42 
kAertns, 36 (bis), 
37 


56 


KkANiBavos, 35 

kowvwvot, ol, 33 

KoKkos, 40, 55 

KodpavTns, 39 

KoviopTos, 22 

Képagé, 35 (?) 

Koopos, 2, 35 

Kpipa, 8 

Kplvov, 35 

Kpiows, 22, 23, 30 
(bis), 33 

KpiTHs, 29, 39 (bis) 

Kvpuvov, 33 

Ktptos, 2 (bis), 10 
(bis), 12 (bis), 13 
(bis), 18, 25, 37 
(quater), 43, 49 

Kwpos, 6, 14, 29 
(bis) 

Nempés, 6, 14 

AiBos, 1, 2 (bis), 28 
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Aéyos, 12 (bis), 13, 
34> 


AvKos, 19 

Avxvia, 31 

Advxvos, 31, 32 

paOnrys, 10 (bis), 
14 (18) 

paraxd, Td, 14 (bis) 

Popwvas, 49 

paxarpa, 38 

pépos, 37 

pecov (19) 

petavowa, 1 (bis) 

pérpov, 8, 33 

parnp, 38 (45) 

puKpotepos, 6, 14 

po Bes, 3, 6 

pddtos, 31 

porov, 56 

vads, 33 

vekpos, 
(bis) 

vimos, 6, 25 

Nuveveirns, 30 (bis) 

vopos, 33, 50, 51 

voowia, Ta, 43 

votos, 30 

vipdn, 38 

Noe, 56 (bis) 

600s, 14, 20, 39, 41 


14, 17 


e 
oO; 


oiketeia, 37 

otxia, 12 (quater), 
13, 20 (bis), 21, 
81, 37 

oixiakds (38) 

oixodeordrys, 37 

otkos, 14, 29, 43 


[oivordrns, 15 
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dAuydrvros, 6, 35 

es. 43 

opyns 1 

dpvis, 43 

pos, 2, 48, 55 

Bere 33 

ovpavoi, 3, 36 

ovpavds, 17, 23, 25, 
28 (35), 40, 51 

ovs, 26, 34° 

oferAerns, 27 

ogeiAnpa, 27 

opOahpuds, 8 (sex), 
26, 32 (ter) 

opis, 28 

dxXou, 1 (3), 14, 29 

mradiov, 15 

mais, 13 (ter vel bis) 

mapahutixds, 6 6, 13 

mapovoia, 56 (ter) 

trapowis, 33 

matnp, 1, 6 (bis), 12, 
17, 25 (quater), 
QT, 28, 33 (bis), 
35, 38 (45) 

TELVOVTES, Ol, 3 

Treipacwv, 6, 2 

Teipac pds, 27 

tevOepa, 38 

mevOovvtes, ot, 3 

Trépara, Ta, 30 

mepirodv, 76, 6, 14 

Tepixopos, 9, 1 

merewd, Th, 17 (35), 
40 


THE 


méT pa, 12 (bis) 
mhpa, 20 
wHxvs, 35 
miotis, 13, 55 
mAarteta, 22 
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mvedpa (1), 2, 29|codia, 15, 30 
[of evil spirits: 2odia, 33 
29 biel s Td Gytov,| copes, 6, 25, 33 


34> 

modus, 22 (quater) 

tovypot, ot, 6 

Tovnpov, Td, 8 

Totrapu.ds, 12 (bis) 

ToTHpiov, 33 

Tovs, 2, 22 

mpoBarov, 19, 48 

mpocwmov, 14 

mpopytns, $3, 14 
(bis), 26, 33 (ter), 
43, 50 

porta, Ta, 29 

TTEpvytov, 2 

TTEpVE, 43 

mTvov, 1 

rTopa, 56 

TTOTLs, 12 

TTWX 6s, 6, 3, 14 

mbAn, 41 (bis vel 
_ter) 

mvp, 1 (ter) 

pila, 1 

odkkos, 23 

odrov, 40 


onpetov, 30 (quing. ) 


ons, 36 (bis) 
ouayov, 4 

2day, 23 (bis) 
oivare, 40, 55 
gitos, 1 

oKdvdaXov, 53 (bis) 
oKoria, 34° 

oKO6TOS, 32 (bis) 
Xddopua, 22 


a7obds, 23 
oravpos, 46 
arapudy, 11 
oreyn; 13 
otpatidtns, 13 
otpovOiov, 34 (bis) 
ovKov, 11 
ctvdovAos, 37 
cuvetos, 6, 25 
copa, 32 (ter), 344 
(bis), 35 (bis) 
tapetov, 56 
tapos, 33 (ter) 


téxvov, 1, 15, 28, 
43 

teAdvys, 6, 15 

tomos, 29 


tpiBoros, 11 

Tpdmos, 43 

tpopy, 21, 35, 37 

Tvpos, 23 (bis) 

tupAds, 6, 9 (bis), 
14 


vdwp, 1 
viol 7. 
42 
vids, 6, 29, 33 (45) 
vids T. dvOpurov, 15, 
17, 30 (348), 34° 

(37) 56 (ter) 


vids T. Oeod, 2 (bis), 


Baorreias, 


trdpxovra, td, 37 
danperns, 39 
dr ddqpa, 1, 20 


ZoAropav, 30 (bis), broxpirys, 8, 37 
35 


payos, 15 
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Papirator, 33 (qua-| dwreds, 17 Xpurrds, 14 
ter) pas, 32, 34° xodés, 6, 14 
dirs, 6, 15 xelp, 1, 2 Yuxy, 34° (bis), 35 
opriov, 33 XiTdv, 4 (bis), 57 (bis) 
pvraky, 37, 39 Xopafeiv, 23 @pos, 33 
pvdy, 59 xXoptos, 35 dpa (13) (37), 37 
dyads, 11 (bis) éroupos, 37 murtos, 37 
dytos (1), 34° evpdxwpos, 41 twAatus, 41 
abnXros, 338 ixavos, 1, 13 moAvs [1], 3, 18, 26, 
dKdGaptos, 29 iaxupés, 1 30 (bis), 34°, 35 
dvextds, 22, 23 kakds (37) (bis), 41 
dvvdpos, 29 xaos, 1,11 (bis) | rovnpds, 11 (bis), 
&£vos, 1, 20 (bis), 21 | kpumrds, 34° 28, 29, 30, 32 
(45) (bis), 46 paxdpvos, 3(quater), | carpés, 11 (bis) 
amXovs, 32 14, 26, 37 okotewvos, 32 
dpxerds, 10 peyas, 12, 14 (bis) | orevds, 41 (bis) 
do Berros, 1 porxadis, 30 Tax, 39 
Bapis, 33 (bis) vexpos, 33 bYnrés, 2 
devvas, 13 otxtippwv, 6 (bis) | ppovipos, 37 
SeEtds, 4 dXlyos, 18, 41 gporervds, 32 
érovatos, 27 dAos, 32 (bis), 40 | xetpwv, 29 
Epynpos, 43 dpovos, 12 (bis), 40 | dpatos, 33 
éoxartos, 39 (ter ?) 


The simplicity and homogeneity of the vocabulary does 
seem to me to incline the balance in favour of the unity 


of Q. 
(3) PRepostrions 


Among the prepositions rapa, ovy, and évémiov 
are wanting (in place of the latter €urpocOey is 
used seven times); the prepositions of most fre- 
quent occurrence are ey (about fifty-nine times, and 
with the most varied significance), then ézi (about 
twenty-eight times) and eis (about twenty-eight 
times), also dé (sixteen times), é« (thirteen times). 
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We observe at once the Semitic original. Of rarer 
occurrence are dra, &ws, meta (only in the sense of 
“with ”), and vo (eight, nine, nine, and ten times 
respectively).1_ Kara is found only seven times 
(always with the genitive in the sense of “against”; 
the occurrence with the accusative in section 20 is 
uncertain), mpds and w7ép five times, wepi only four 
times, apo three times, dypt, meTakv, dvev, dricw each 
only once. 

The absence of apa and ovv is important; for 
mapa is found elsewhere in St. Matthew eighteen to 
twenty times (and indeed with all its three cases), 
in St. Luke twenty-nine to, thirty times; ovy is 
found elsewhere in St. Matthew two to three times, 
and in St. Luke twenty-four to twenty-six times. 
In the absence of the preposition wapa we may 
clearly recognise a distinct characteristic of Q.2— 
There are a few cases of construction with the 
article and a preposition in a_ substantival or 
adjectival sense.’ 


* ws also occurs as a conjunction six times (vide 39: &ws 8rov, 
39, 48, 51: ews dv, 40: ews of, 56: ews #dOev). ’Amd is also found 
with particles—dmd rére, 50 [rére also again in 8 and 29], am’ &pru, 43. 

* Ilapd is found with all three cases in St. Mark; in St. John it 
frequently occurs with the genitive and dative, but is wanting with 
the accusative. We should have an instance of occurrence in Q if 
it were permissible to regard the text of 21 as simply that of Q; 
but we have not authority for this, seeing that there is no parallel 
in St. Matthew. 

3 Cf. 3: of mpd buav, 28: 6 e& ovpavod, 31: ol év Ty olkla, 832; 7d & 
ool (21: 7a wap’ airav). 
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B—GRAMMAR AND STYLE 


Sentences in Q are most frequently connected 
by means of «cai (as in Semitic languages);! dé, as 
compared with xai, falls very much into the back- 
ground—it is indeed found scarcely thirty times 
(uév . . . d€ only thrice in 1, 18, and 33). Neither 
can we speak of yap as of frequent occurrence (about 
twenty times, cai yap in 13)2 ’Eay is twice as 
frequent as ei. The latter is found only about 
ten times® (2 [bis]: ef viog ef Tov Ocod, eixé Wa vel 
Bade. 28: ef oidate ayaba Siddvar trois Tévore, 
moow padrrov 6 marnp dere. 29 [bis]: & év Beed- 
CeBovr éxBadrrw, of viot év tim éexBaddovow; et ev 
mvevate Ocot exBadrw, dpa épOacer, 82: ef To 
pes oxdros exriv, TO KdTOS Técoy; 35: et ev aypH 

A , e ‘ 2 , 9 a n 
Tov xoptov 6 Geos audiévvvow, ov ToAA@ Mado 
uuas; 23: e év Tip éyevovro ai duvaues, mada 
av perevonoavy, 83. e HucOa ev Tais npepars TOV 

, ? A yey 4 9 HO e e p) , 
marépwv, oux dv ieOa, 37: et Hoc 6 olkodeordrns 
moia pudaky 6 Kdérrys Foxerat, eypnyopnoev ay Kat 
-ovx dv etacey). Besides the four instances just quoted, 
ay occurs again in sections 14, 34°, 52, 57 (ds ay), 
25 (é ay), 39, 43, 51 (Ews av), 56 (S7rov av). The 

1 Of. e.g. sections 12 and 13, Also cal with the apodosis is not 
rare—vide e.g. sections 13, 35. 

2 Ody is found about a dozen times—cf, 1 (with imperative), 1, 6 
(with the imperative future), 12, 18, 28, 32 [bis], 34® [bzs, but one 
of these is doubtful], 35 (with imperative), 56. Aca rofro occurs in 
sections 29, 33, 35 (37). 

3 Also é& mh (=except) three times (vide 25, 30, 47); and my 
(23, 53). 

4 Section 22 is doubtful: e/s 4» dy. “Oray is found only twice 
(8 and 29), dre never (for in 43 it is very doubtful), 
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particle re is never found, nor in consequence Te... 
cai, while they occur both in St. Matthew and St. 
Luke. Ou0dé occurs about ten times, ovre . . . ore 
once (36), undé once (35), mire . . . pare once (15), 
once also the interrogative pri (11), od pj thrice 
(39, 43, 51), 4 . . . % once (49). 

Temporal clauses with ws are entirely absent ;1 in 
their place we have simple participial clauses; the 
genitive absolute is found only once (14), not in a 
saying of our Lord but in a descriptive passage 
(rovrwy ropevouévwv). — Participial constructions, 
both with a temporal significance and as a substitute 
for relative clauses, are extraordinarily frequent— 
moreover, several participles (co-ordinated or sub- 
ordinated) are found in conjunction. However, the 
construction of etva with the participle, so common 
with St. Luke, is very rare; I have only found it 
in section 56. 

So far as I see, the accusative with infinitive occurs 
only once (58). 

Final clauses are often expressed by the simple 
infinitive (vide, 2, 14 [ter], 37 [here with the genitive 
of the article], 38 [ter], 47); wa and Saws are not 
frequent. The former is only found in the following 
combinations: ef7é ta of XlOou aro yevovTat (2), 


1 Qs throughout=* just as,” vide 6, 10 (13), 27 (ds Kat), 33, 35, 56; 
ef. éomep in 30 and 56 [bis]; Kadds is wanting. “Ov rpérov is found 
once (43). Otrws is used in the apodosis, vide 7 (rdvra boa eap 
Oédynre . » . otrws moleire), 30, 56 [ter] in the connection womep 
(as) . . . o7ws, also in the principal sentence in 3, 11, 37.—’Oeris 
is also found a few times (4, 12 [dis], 33, 34 [bis], 44 [b2s]).—"Ozrov 
also occurs a few times (also in the sense of “ whither”), vide 17, 
36, 56 (followed by éxe? in 36 and 56 3 €xe? also occurs in 55) 
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doa éav OeAyre iva TOLL vuiv ot GO pero (7); 
rad Kpivere iva ad koOnre (8), dpxerov 7? marry 
wa yevarat ws 6 diacKkaAdos (10), ovK eful tkavos iva 
pou UTO THY oréyny eixédOng (18; but in section 1 
ixavds is combined with the infinitive). The third 
passage alone answers to the classical use, “Oras 
occurs only three times (6: Srras era Oe viol 
TOU Tar pos, 18: denOnre Tov Kuptov Omws éxBary 
epyaras, 33: drrws ErOn ep’ umas may aiua). My, 
in the sense of “me,” is found only in a quotation 
from the LXX (2) and in section 39 (and, moreover, 
in both cases in the combination muy zore).) 

Clauses introduced by ér: (in the sense of « that,” 
“for,” and “ because”) are frequent; they are found 
about thirty-three times, and present no remarkable 
feature. “Qore, in the sense of “ttague,” is found 
once (33); on the other hand, acre consecutive is 
probably altogether wanting, for its occurrence in 
section 29 is doubtful. The various constructions with 
yivouat, which are so usual in St. Luke and are also 
found in St. Matthew, are likewise entirely absent. 
This is of importance. A redundant yiverOa: occurs 
only once (48: éav yévnrat evpeiv). 

One characteristic of these sections is the copious 
use that is made of interrogative sentences” (with or 
without interrogative particles) *; cf 1, 6, 8, 11 (12), 

1 Otherwise the use of particles presents no point of special 
interest. We find ddd (12, 13, 14 [bis], 31, 38, 54; here the use 
in 14 is alone noteworthy), duqv (14, 26, 33, 37, 39, 48), dpa (29, 37), 
Hon (1), vat (14, 25), vdv (33), &c. 

2 The frequent use of the future with a significance of continuity 

is also to be noticed. 

3 Vide 1Gs, 8, 35; mbow pwGAdov, 28; od mo\dy paAXov, 35 [uGAdov 
also again in 34°, 35, 48]; moodxus, 43, 54; #, 28, 35, &. 

L 
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14, 15 (17), 23, 28, 29, 32, 34%, 35, 37, 38, 40 (43), 


47, 48, 54. These interrogative sentences give the 
discourses a certain individuality, to which the not 
unfrequent employment of parataxis and of parallelis- 
mus membrorum lends a further distinctive trait. Nota 
few of the sayings are conceived in this simple artistic 
form. ‘Taken together, the stylistic expedients which 
are employed impress upon the sayings a stamp of 
homogeneity. Use is not often made of the historic 
present (vide 2, 13, 17, 18, 40, 55). ‘The imperfect 
is practically never found (yet see 29, 30); the opta- 
tive is absolutely wanting. The frequent use of the 
redundant personal pronoun and of the superfluous 
avrés in its oblique cases (more than 100 times) is 
characteristic. Both traits are Semitic. Lastly, we 
might adduce a by no means small number of un- 
classical constructions occurring in the majority of 
the sections, some of which may likewise be due to 


the influence of Semitic idiom, such as those we have | 
already noticed above in the case of wva, but to | 
mention them in detail would lead us too far (vide | 


el7ré Ady and similar phrases). 
All these characteristics taken together, and espe- 
cially the negative characteristics, give to the sections, 


or at least to the great majority of them, a certain - 


individuality, and distinguish them from the style 
of St. Mark, of St. Matthew, and of St. Luke. We 
cannot give a convincing proof of their unity from 
the results of investigation into their vocabulary and 


style; and yet—especially if it is considered how diffe- | 


rent and various is the content of these sections— 
it must be acknowledged that there is in them a 
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certain unity of grammatical and stylistic character 
and colouring. 


IJ].—Tue Format CuHaracrTeristics oF THE 
SUBJECT-MATTER 


The sixty sections (34 is a double section) which 
we have obtained as the result of our analysis con- 
sist of seven narratives, eleven (twelve) parables (and 
similes), thirteen groups of sayings, and twenty-nine 
single sayings of smaller or greater length. 

The seven narratives comprise the Temptation 
story (2), the narrative concerning the centurion at 
Capernaum (13), the question sent by St. John from 
his prison and the answer of our Lord (14), the story 
of one who declared himself ready to follow Jesus, 
and of one who desired first to bury his father (17), 
the cure of a demoniac and the Beelzebub controversy 
(29), the demand for a sign, together with our Lord’s 
answer (30), and the question how often one ought 
to forgive, together with our Lord’s command (54). 
There are thus only two stories of miracles (and these 
miracles of healing) in Q—one a very notable miracle, 
a cure wrought at a distance. The introduction to 
some of these stories may have been longer in Q, but 
we have no means of settling this point. Nor can 

we at once discover any motive for the choice of just 
these seven stories; they have nothing in common 
with one another. It is important that (in 23) the 
towns Chorazin, Bethsaida, and especially Capernaum, 
appear as the chief scenes of our Lord’s ministry 
(concerning Jerusalem in 43 vide infra). An equally 
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important point is the strong emphasis laid upon the 
significance of St. John the Baptist. The discourse 
concerning him, which was suggested by his doubting 
question and which is continued in 15, is preceded by 
an account of his preaching of a baptism of repent- 
ance (1), and is followed by the testimony (50) that 
with him closes the epoch of the Law and the 
Prophets. No mention is made of the disciples of 
our Lord in these stories. 

Q includes the following parables and similitudes: 


the Blind leaders of the blind (9), the Good and 
corrupt tree (11), the House on the rock and on > 


the sand (12), the Querulous children at play (15), 
the Sheep and the wolves (19), the Light under the 
bushel (31), the Thief by night and the Faithful and 
unfaithful steward (87), Concerning the correct 
behaviour to the adversary (39), the Leaven and the 
Mustard seed (40), the Strait gate and the narrow 


way (41), the Lost sheep (48). Eight of these | 


parables have an individual address without any 


closer definition—only two refer to the Kingdom of | 
God, one to the present generation (15), and one to | 


the disciples (19). This preponderance of the indi- | 
vidual address is noteworthy, and it is also noteworthy | 
that the two parables concerning the Kingdom of | 


God are not eschatological, and are closely connected 
together (vide infra). The parables in sections 12, 
37, 39 (41) close with an outlook towards the 
end. Without anticipating a closer critical exami- 
nation, a cursory glance. suffices to inform us that 
the parables bear the impress of genuineness in a 
high degree. 
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The thirteen collections of sayings (discourses) } 
may be grouped in regard to subject-matter as fol- 
lows: The discourse of the Baptist, together with 
the reference to the Coming One (1); the Beati- 
tudes (3); Love for enemies (6); against Judging, 
mote and beam (8); the Lord’s Prayer and the 
power of Prayer (27, 28); Fear not, be not anxious, 
lay not up treasure (34°, 35, 36); The great thanks- 
giving to the Father (25); The great denunciation 
of the scribes and Pharisees (33); Not peace but a 
sword (38); False Messiahs, the Parousia of the 
Son of Man (56).—In judging of Q it is specially 
important to note that this source also contains a 
sermon of the Baptist, and further, that formal 
teaching concerning the better righteousness, and 
that exact directions concerning prayer, fasting, and 
almsgiving, are wanting, although an ethical code is 
imparted in sections 3, 6, 8, 27, 28, 34%, 35, 36. In 

_ the discourses concerning our Lord’s relationship to the 
Father, concerning His attitude towards the scribes and 
Pharisees and towards the world, and in the discourse 
concerning the Parousia, the most important relation- 
ships ad ewtra are dealt with, except the relationship 
| to the Baptist, which has been explained in the narra- 
tive section 14 (and also beforehand in section 1). 
The twenty-nine shorter or longer sayings are less 
varied in content, as appears at the first glance ; 
/many of them may be regarded with more or less 
| probability as parts of discourses in Q, the restora- 
} tion of which must however remain problematical ; in 







1 Besides these, it is very probable that sections 16 and 18-24 
| belong to one discourse. 
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the case of others, it is possible at once to recognise 
that they are either related to one another or depend 
upon the larger groups of sayings. Nine of the 
sayings in subject-matter, and perhaps also in form, 
belong to the ethical code—namely, sections 4 (The 
blow upon the cheek, non-resistance when the coat 
is taken away), 5 (Give to him that asketh), 7 (The 
Golden Rule), 32 (The light of the body is the eye), 
44 (He that exalteth himself), 49 (No man can serve 
two masters), 57 (He that findeth his life), 58 (Who- 
soever hath to him shall be given), 52 (Against 
divorce).—Fifteen sayings belong together as special 
directions and promises to the disciples—namely, 10 
(The disciple is not above his master), 16 (Proclaim 
that the Kingdom of God is at hand), 18 (The 
harvest is great, the labourers few), 19 (I send you 
forth as sheep), 20, 21 (Conduct of the mission from 
house to house), 22, 23 (The mission in the cities, 
sayings concerning the Galilean cities), 24 (He that 
receiveth you receiveth me), 26 (Blessed are your eyes 
and your ears), 55 (The faith which removes moun- 
tains), 45 (He that loveth father or mother), 46 (The 
bearing of the Cross), 47 (Ye are the salt of the 
earth), 59 (Ye will sit upon twelve thrones). Of the 
still remaining sayings, section 50 (The Law and the 
Prophets until John) connects with the narrative of 
section 14; the saying concerning Jerusalem (48), as 
well as the saying that the children of the kingdom 
would be cast out while the Gentiles would enter in 
(42), in their purport belong together, and can be 


connected with the Great Denunciation (33). Quite : 


by themselves stand the sayings concerning the Son | 


| 
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of Man and the Holy Spirit (34°), concerning offences 
(53) and the permanence of the Law (51). 

The first impression that one receives when one 
surveys the content of Q is twofold. For the most 
part, the subject-matter seems to fall asunder into 
disconnected parts, and this impression cannot be 
quite overcome; but as soon as one calls to mind the 
content of the three gospels and compares Q with it, 
then Q appears to be undoubtedly more homogeneous than 
any of the three. What varied material stands in 
peaceful juxtaposition in St. Matthew and St. Luke, 
and even in St. Mark! Even if one neglects the 
stories of the Infancy, what a multitude of varied 
interests, indeed of discrepancies, cross one another in 
those gospels! Who would ever have believed that 
all that St. Matthew or St. Luke or St. Mark nar- 
rate stood in one book, if in each case the book 
itself had not been handed down to us as a single 
complete whole? Compared with these gospels, the 
content which we have assigned to Q is simply 
homogeneous. Here a great number of points of view 
and tendencies which prevail in those gospels are 
absolutely wanting. 

It is characteristic of St. Mark that he emphasises 
the supernatural in our Lord, the Son of God; of 
St. Matthew, that he treats a great part of the 
gospel material from the point of view of the primi- 
tive community, giving to his whole narrative a 
Jewish and yet anti-Judaistic tone in the interests of 
apologetics ; and of St. Luke, that with the large- 
heartedness of a Greek he thrusts those traits, which 
display Jesus as the Great Healer, into the fore- 
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ground. But in Q all these tendencies are absent. 
Here we receive rather the impression that the 
author is simply concerned with the commandments 
of our Lord, and aims at giving a description of His 
message, in which description he appears to be influ- 
enced by no special and particular bias. Perhaps we 
may not be mistaken in supposing that his selection 
was also determined by his desire to illustrate our 
Lord’s message and His witness to Himself, in their 
main and characteristic features, by specially striking 
examples. The Messiahship (Divine Sonship) having 
been established in the introduction, is in the body 
of the work presupposed as a fact that admits of no 
further controversy. 

The geographical horizon of Q is bounded by 
Galilee, and indeed much more strictly so than that 
of the synoptists. It is indeed a question whether Q 
ever looks beyond Galilee. Reference is made to 
section 43, but I regard it as being very improbable 
(with Schmiedel, « Das viertes Evang. gegeniiber den 
drei ersten” [1906], s. 45 ff) that this utterance 
concerning Jerusalem stood in Q as a saying of our 
Lord. It has been shown above that in section 33 the 
words (St. Matt. xxiii. 34-36 =St. Luke xi. 49-51) 
form a quotation from an apocryphal Jewish writing, 
wherein they were spoken by the Wisdom of God ; for so 
St. Luke (therefore Q) describes the author; nor could 
Jesus have said that He was sending forth prophets 
and wise men and scribes. Moreover, in St. Matthew 
this passage is followed immediately, and without a 
fresh introduction, by the words concerning Jerusalem 
(St. Matt. xxiii. 37-88; St. Luke does not give them 


FORMAL CHARACTERISTICS 169 


until xiii. 34). It is therefore in itself very probable 
that these words also belong to the quotation, and 
that it is accordingly Wisdom which says: zocaxis 
n0éAnoa émiouvayaryely Ta Texva gov. It is Wisdom 
herself who, by sending forth prophets, wise men, 
and scribes who had been slain by Jerusalem, had in 
vain essayed this gathering together of the children 
of Jerusalem (while if ascribed to our Lord this 
mocaxts, together with the lament over the murdered 
prophets, wise men, and scribes whom He is supposed 
to have sent, hangs in the air—is indeed impossible).’ 
Thus, according to the intention of Q, our Lord’s own 
words first begin with Aéyw [yap] vuiv, od py me 
ioyre kTA. (St. Matt. xxiii. 89; St. Luke xiii. 35).? 
Hence from section 43 we can draw no conclusion 


1 The style also is somewhat different from that of the sayings of 
our Lord in Q. ‘Ov rpédrov does not occur elsewhere in Q (ds is the 
only word used); verbs compounded with two prepositions are 
wanting elsewhere. Yet I do not wish to lay much stress upon 
these points. 

2 The history of this passage is accordingly as follows: In Q, 
St. Matt. xxiii, 34-38 was given as a quotation used by our Lord 
to give force to what He was saying, to which verse 39 was 
appended as a real utterance of our Lord Himself. This caused 
some uncertainty in regard to the limits of the quotation. The 
result was that St. Matthew did not treat it as a quotation at all, but 
transformed the whole passage into an original discourse of our Lord 
(and yet with the help of St. Luke we can still detect in 6:4 rodro 
a trace of what has been obliterated), while St. Luke has broken off 
the quotation directly before the appeal to Jerusalem, and omitting 
the latter here, has given it in a different place as a saying of 
our Lord Himself. If this explanation is correct, then it further 
follows that St. Luke has torn asunder verses which stood together 
in Q, This is important ; for we see that it is not always the case 
that St. Matthew has arbitrarily combined passages from Q which 
did not stand together in that source, but that on the contrary 
St. Luke also has separated passages which were in juxtaposition. 
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concerning any close connection of our Lord’s mission 
with Jerusalem—nevertheless there is a strong balance 
of probability that sections 33 and 43 were spoken in 
Jerusalem, where it is more natural that they should 
have been delivered than in Galilee.) 

Together with Jerusalem—which is thus never men- 
tioned in Q except in the Woe against the Pharisees— 
the Passion and all references to the Passion are absent 
from Q. The single isolated saying concerning the 
taking up of one’s own cross (46) would at the best, if 
it really stood in Q, only afford an indirect reference to 
the Passion, and the sign of the prophet Jonah (30), 
according to the account in Q, had absolutely nothing 
to do with the Passion. So far therefore as we can 
judge, all that after the precedent of St. Mark goes to 
form the main theme of the Synoptic Gospels—the Passion 
and the narratives and discourses leading up to tx Passion 
—was completely wanting in Q. Herein lies the funda- 
mental difference between the gospels and Q. The latter, in 
fact, was not a gospel at all in the sense that the Synop- 
tics are. The narrative of this source must therefore 
have been wanting in historical climax—no thread of 
historical continuity could have run through it, bind- 
ing the end to the beginning; for what climax or 
what thread of continuity could have existed where 
the Passion, and the thoughts connected with the 
Passion, were left out of consideration? Thus Q in 
the main could only have been a compilation of 
sayings and discourses of varied content. There is 


? Still one must remember that we are told in St. Mark vii. 1 
that ‘‘There came together to Him the Pharisees, and certain of 
the scribes, which came from J erusalem’’—ef, vii. 5, &o. 


FORMAL CHARACTERISTICS 171 


no force in the objection that St. Matthew and 
St. Luke may have omitted the parts of Q which 
dealt with the Passion. If from St. Luke xvii. 34 to 
the end only two isolated verses can be proved to be 
derived from Q, or if from St. Matthew xv. 15 to the 
end only a very few isolated verses in chaps. xvii., 
Xvili., xix., xxv., and a couple or so of longer passages 
in chaps. xxiii. and xxiv. belong to Q, this cannot be 
merely accidental. A source which afforded the 
evangelists such ample and excellent material for the 
first half of their works would have been used by 
them elsewhere if it had contained further material. 
But may it not be that one of the two evangelists 
for some reason or other departed from the source 
while the other still followed it, so that the matter 
peculiar to him in the concluding third part of 
his work was derived from the source? ‘This is 
possible, and it will therefore be necessary to examine 
the matter which is peculiar to each of the two 
gospels, keeping this contingency in view. Until this 
is done, the only verdict which the facts before us 
allow us to give is that Q is a compilation of discourses 
and sayings of our Lord, the arrangement of which has 
no reference to the Passion, with an horizon which ts as 
good as absolutely bounded by Galilee, without any 
clearly discernible bias, whether apologetic, didactic, 
ecclesiastical, national, or anti-national. So far as any 
purpose at all—beyond that of imparting catechetical 
instruction—can be discovered in the compilation, it 
consisted perhaps in an endeavour to give, with a 
certain degree of completeness, a representation of 
the main features of our Lord’s relationship with 
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His environment. Perhaps an investigation of the 
order of the sections will help us further. 


IV.—Tue Orver or THE SECTIONS 


Since we may regard St. Matthew as independent 
of St. Luke and vice versd, it follows that if they 
agree in the order in which they present sections 
which do not occur in St. Mark, that order is 
thereby proved to be the order of the source. This 
point has been rightly emphasised by the critics, 
and has lately been investigated by Wernle and 
Wellhausen (« Einleitung,” s. 65 ff.). 

In the first place, the first thirteen sections show 
an astonishing coincidence in order :— 


St. Luke, St. Matthew. 
(1) iii. 7—9, 16, 17 = iii. 7-12 (The Baptist). 
(2) iv. 1-18 = iv. 1-11 (The Temptation). 


(3) vi. 20, 21-23 =v. 2-4, 6, 11, 12 (Introduction 
to Sermon; the Beati- 


tudes). 

(4) vi. 29 =v. 39, 40 (Blow upon the 
cheek, robbery of gar- 
ment). 

(5) vi. 30 =v. 42 (Give to him that 
asketh). 


: b 

(6) ae he : | =v. 44-48 (Love your enemies). 

(7) vi. 31 = vii. 12 (Golden Rule). 

(8) vi.37, 38, 41,42 = vii. 1-5 (Judge not; Mote 
and Beam). 
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[(9) vi. 89 = xv. 14 (Leaders of the Blind).] 

[(10) vi. 40 =x. 24, 25 (The disciple not 
above his master).] 

(11) vi. 43, 44 =vii. 16-18; xii. 33 (The good 
and corrupt tree). 

(12) vi. 46-49 =vii. 21, 24-27 (The house 
upon the rock and upon 
the sand). 

(13) vii. 1-10 =vil. 28; viii. 5-10, 13 (Con- 


clusion of sermon; the 
centurion at Capernaum). 


We must accordingly judge that Q began with the 
preaching of the Baptist, that then there followed 
the story of the Temptation, then important parts 
of the so-called Sermon on the Mount,! which con- 
cluded with the notice: «After Jesus had spoken 
these words he entered into Capernaum,” and was 
immediately succeeded by the narrative of the cen- 
turion at Capernaum. The _ subject-matter in 
question in St. Luke, chaps. iii, iv., vi, vii, is 
found in its entirety (with the exception of St. 
Luke vi. 39, 40) in St. Matt., chaps. iii. iv., v., vii. 
and viii. with very few changes in order. 

St. Luke now introduces in vii. 18-35 (sections 
14 and 15) the discourse concerning the Baptist ; 
St. Matthew does not give this discourse until 


1 §t. Luke and St. Matthew differ concerning the site. The 
former says (v. 1) dvéBy els 7d dpos, the latter (vi. 17) xaraBas éorn 
él rérov medwod. But both agree in stating that a great multitude 
(8xAos) was present, and that the sermon was nevertheless addressed 
to the disciples. These statements must have occurred in the 
source, 
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chap. xi. and he inserts beforehand the sections 
concerning discipleship and the charge to the dis- 
ciples; in this gospel they occur in viii. 19-22; 
ix. 37, 38, and x.; in St. Luke these sections (16-22, 
24, 34, 38, 45, 46, 57) are found dispersed through- 
out chaps. ix. (2), 57-60; x. 2 (3), 5, 6 Ceo 
11, 12, (16); xii. 2-9, 51, 58; xiv. 26, 27; xvii. 33. 

At first glance it seems impossible to throw light 
upon this chaos and to discover the order of the 
source, but as soon as one sets down the related 
sections side by side in lists the chaos falls into 
order in an astonishing fashion, as is seen from the 
following table :— 


(16) (St. Luke ix. 2 and St. Matt. x. 7). 


(17) ” ix: 57-60 ” 3” Vili. 19_29. 
(18) 9 x. 2 ” oy) ix. Bite 38. 
(19) ( ” x. 8 ” 9 X. 16*). 
(20) - X.D5:0 5 i x. 12,13 
CY Gren I ee eS is 
(22) oe x. 12 29 99 x. 15. 
(24) ( ” x. 16 ” oy) X. 40). 
(34°) 99 xi. 2-9 ” 3) X. 26-33. 
(38) ” xii. dl, 53 9 ” X. 34_36. 
(45) < xiv. 26 ; *% x. 37. 
(46) % xiv. 27 : MS x. 38. 
(57) 29 Xvii. 33 ” 2 x. 39. 


As we see, the bracketed passages alone present 
difficulty and disturb the otherwise absolutely 
identical order. But in our previous critical in- 
vestigation we have already noted that these four 
passages rouse suspicion as to their belonging to 
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Q. It is now still more uncertain whether as a 
whole they belong here; for when they are omitted 
there is absolutely no disturbance im order, the re- 
maining nine sections follow one another in exactly 
the same succession both in St. Matthew and St. 
Luke. IJ¢ is at the same time shown that these sections, 
which are indeed closely allied in subject-matter, were 
not first brought together by St. Matthew, but that in 
Q they stood in the same order of succession as that of 
the first gospel; for it is clear that St. Luke also 
found them in this order. It is noteworthy that 
this evangelist has distributed them throughout the 
chaps. ix., X.. xil., xiv., xvii. without altering their 
order of succession.” 

Seeing then that the sections (16), (19), (24) are 
to be left on one side, and are perhaps to be 
altogether excluded from Q, the only question which 
remains open in connection with the order of the 
sections (1)-(8), (11)-(15), (17), (18), (20)-(22), (34°), 
(88), (45), (46), (57), is whether the material belonging 
to Q in St. Matt. viii—x. originally stood before or 
after the discourse concerning the Baptist. As it 
is proved that St. Matthew (and not St. Luke) has 
reproduced the arrangement of the source in chapters 
viii—x., it is accordingly probable that we must also 
follow him here, and conclude that in Q the discourse 
concerning the Baptist came after the discourse to 
the disciples. 

Now follow, in St. Matt. xi. 21-23 and xi. 25-27 

1 Nevertheless internal reasons demand that at least section 21 


be assigned to Q. ; 
2 In an important passage we thus gain insight into St, Luke’s 


method of composition (vide supra, p. 169, note 2). 
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as in St. Luke x. 18-15 and x. 21-22, the Woe de- 
nounced against the Galilean cities (section 23), and 
the great thanksgiving to the Father (section 25). 
But just as in the case of sections 9 and 10, we 
cannot form any judgment as to their original 
position in Q, so is it also with all those passages 
of the Sermon on the Mount which we have not 
already given in the above list. If we take them 


in the order of St. Matthew, we have the following 
table :-— 


St. Matt. v. 13 =(section 4'7) 
3” v. 15 = 39 31) 
99 v. 18 — 9 51) 
“6 v. 25,26 = os 39) 
ry) v. 32 = ry) 52) 
= vi. 9-13 —ie 4 27) 
99 vl 19-21 =( 39 36) 
65 Vi. 22,23 = (1) 5, 32) 
39 vi. 24 =( ” 49) 
% vi. 25-33 == (ines 35) 
. Vil 28) 


» vii 18, 14=( , 41) 


This is hopeless; for it is simply impossible to 
trace any sign of correspondence in the order of the 
parallel passages; we are therefore left at first quite 
in the dark as to the order of these sections in Qe 
indeed one of sceptical mind might doubt whether 
they belong to Q at all. 


The remaining seventeen sections give more favour- 


1 Let it be remembered that the numbers of the se 


ctions express 
their order in the text of St. Luke. 
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able results, if we only neglect the eight short sayings 
(sections 26, 34°, 42, 44, 50, 53, 55, 59) and the 
short parables (40 and 48); then we find in the 
following order :— 


Beelzebub (section 29). St. Matt. xii. 22, 23, 27, 
28, 30, 43, 45; St. Luke xi. 14, 19, 20, 23-26. 

Sign of Jonah (section 30). St. Matt. xii. 38, 39, 
41, 42; St. Luke xi. 16, 29, 30, 31. 

Woe against the Pharisees (section 33). St. Matt. 
xxiii. 4, 18, 23, 25, 27, 29, 30-32, 34-36; St. 
Luke xi. 46, 52, 42, 39, 44, 47, 49-51. 

The coming of the Lord as a thief; the trustworthy 
and the untrustworthy steward (section 37). St. 
Matt. xxiv. 43-51; St. Luke xii. 39, 40, 42-46. 

Jerusalem, Jerusalem (section 43). St. Matt. xxiii. 
37-39; St. Luke xiii. 34, 35. 

How oft shall I forgive? (section 54). St. Matt. 
xviii. 15, 21, 22; St. Luke xvii. 3, 4. 

The Parousia (section 56). St. Matt. xxiv. 26, 27, 28, 
37-41; St. Luke xvii. 23, 24, 37, 26, 27, 34, 35. 

To him that hath shall be given (section 58). St. 
Matt. xxv. 29; St. Luke xix. 26. 


Since we have already seen above that St. Luke 
has arbitrarily separated the section concerning 
Jerusalem from the Woe against the Pharisees, it is 
evident that the correspondence in order in this list 
is only disturbed by the question concerning for- 
giveness and by the splitting up of the discourse, 
St. Matt. xxiv. 26-51 (St. Luke has divided it and 
placed the second half before the first); otherwise the 


order is identical. It is of importance for our know- 
M 
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ledge of Q to notice that discourses which had the 
end of the world in view evidently stood at the con- 
clusion of this source, such discourses, namely, as the 
Woe against the Pharisees, the prophecy of judg- 
ment upon Jerusalem, the coming of the Lord as a 
thief in the night, the faithful and unfaithful steward, 
the warning against false Christs with the announce- 
ment of the Parousia, lastly, the saying, «To him 
that hath shall be given” (with its converse). 

From this investigation, which has been carried 
somewhat further than that of Wernle and Well- 
hausen, we derive the following results :— 

(1) The sections distinguished above by the 
numbers 1-8, 11-15, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, 29, 
30, 33, 34°, 37, 38, 43, 45, 46, 56, 57, 58, permit 
of being arranged in an order which is practically 
identical in St. Matthew and St. Luke; they there- 
fore certainly belong to a single source." 

(2) This source had an order which in essential 
points is natural and intelligible.” It proceeded as 
follows :— 

The preaching of the Baptist. 

The story of the Temptation (probably pre- 
ceded by the Baptism of our Lord with the 
voice from heaven, vide infra). 


1 T have long adopted an extremely sceptical attitude towards 
the hypothesis which assumes a single definite source for the 
material (not in St. Mark) which is common to St. Matthew and 
St. Luke; but the facts which are here disclosed seem to me to 
be conclusive (against Hilgenfeld, Zahn, Godet, and others), It is, 
moreover, astonishing how superficially and cursorily Zahn passes 
over this question in his voluminous “‘ Hinleitung”’ (II®, s. 410 ff.), 

2 Cf. Wernle, “ Synopt. Frage,” s. 226 ff. 
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' The most important parts of the Sermon on 
the Mount. 

The charge to the disciples concerning their 
mission. 

The discourse concerning the Baptist. 

The Woes against the cities. 

The great Thanksgiving to the Father. 

The Beelzebub section, and (bound up with it)— 

The sign of Jonah. 

The Woes against the Pharisees, together with 
the pronouncement of judgment against 
Jerusalem. 

The warning against false Christs; the discourse 
concerning the Parousia. 

The coming of the Son of Man as a thief in the 
night; the faithful and unfaithful steward. 

The saying that to him that hath shall be given, 
and the other saying that the disciples 
should govern the twelve tribes of Israel. 

The sections 9, 10, 16, 19, 24, 26-28, 31, 32, 34>, 
35, 36, 39-42, 44, 47-55 do not admit of being 
arranged in a definite order. It is therefore only more 
or less probable that they belong to Q, and therefore in an 
investigation into the characteristics of Q they ought 
to be regarded as of only secondary authority 
(St. Matthew and St. Luke can well have depended 
upon more than one source for their common matter 
which is not found in St. Mark; still the difference 
in order is no proof in favour of such an hypothesis). 


1 §t. Luke gives this saying (59) at the end, St. Matthew at a 
very much earlier point (in chap. xix.); perhaps St. Luke is in 
the right here. 


A 
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In this connection the following points must also be 
noted :— 

These twenty-seven sections are almost all of 
them short, indeed very short.! Eighteen of them 
have been already included above among the very 
short sayings, and seven of them are short parables 
or only similitudes (9, 19, 31, 39, 40, 41, 48) which 
could easily change their place; only five sections (27, 
28, 35, 36, 54) are of greater extent. So far as their 
content is concerned, the majority of these sayings 
admirably suit the character of Q and give no occa- 
sion for postulating another source. 

(3) From the discourse to the disciples (i.e. the 
subject-matter in St. Matt. x.), and from the fact 
that in the first gospel the sections 33 and 4%, as 
well as sections 56 and 37, are correctly given in 
juxtaposition, we conclude that St. Matthew has 
preserved the order of the source more faithfully 
than St. Luke.? It therefore follows with no slight 
probability that those parts of the Sermon on the 
Mount which are common to St. Matthew and St. 
Luke, and yet do not stand in the same order in the 
two gospels (sections 27, 28, 31, 32, 35, 36, 39, 41, 
47, 49, 51, 52), occurred in Q in the order of St. 
Matthew, and that St. Luke has separated and dis- 
tributed them throughout his work for reasons which 
can no longer be discovered (in the belief that he 
could trace a better rate). We shall be justified in 
deciding similarly concerning other sections which 

1 Together they form scarcely a quarter of the whole contents 


of Q. 
? We now recognise that the great composite discourses of St, 
Matthew had their outline already given in Q. 
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occur in different positions in St. Matthew and St. 
Luke, and in regarding St. Luke in this matter as 
capricious in the extreme. 

(4) Q was no gospel like St. Matthew, St. Mark, 
and St. Luke, and yet it was not a merely formless 
compilation of sayings and discourses of our Lord 
without any thread of connection. Rather we learn 
from the beginning and the conclusion (eschatolo- 
gical discourses) that it possessed a certain definite 
arrangement of subject-matter and the outlines of a 
chronological order. It was, however, in no sense a 
biographical narrative, but essentially a collection of 
discourses.'' This is the very reason that it makes no 
mention of the Passion. Nor need we be surprised 
at the composition of a work which confined itself to 
the discourses and sayings of our Lord; indeed, if 
one keeps in mind the contemporary Jewish fashion, 
the composition of such a work is a priori probable, 
and, moreover, finds support in Christian terminology, 
which from the first distinguished between the acts 


1 The seven narratives (vide supra, p. 163), which at least were 
included in Q, do not alter this character ; for in five of these the 
important feature is clearly a saying of our Lord, and the story is 
cursorily narrated only in order to give the occasion of the utter- 
ance. It is otherwise with the story of the Temptation, and, as 
it seems, with the narrative concerning the centurion. But the 
inclusion of the former becomes at once intelligible if the story 
of the Baptism was also included; in this case we must conceive 
of Q as a compilation of sayings which received its necessary 
determination, and thereby an historical character, in that it was 
prefaced by an account of the consecration of Jesus as the Messiah. 
This hypothesis is corroborated by the strongly Messianic char- 
acter of the story of the Temptation in Q (vide the following note), 
Accordingly, only the story of the Centurion seems to fall outside 
the framework of Q. Yet vide infra, 
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and the sayings of Jesus (vide St. Paul’s Epistles; 


Acts i. 1: wept Tavrwv av npEéatTo 'Incovs rovety TE Kal 
didaocxew—lIs St. Luke here thinking of his two main 
sources, St. Mark and Q ?—cf. St. Luke xxiv. 19, &c.). 


V.—Can we Discover aNy TrRAacE oF Q IN THE 
Matrer THat 1s Pecuriar To Sr. MatrHew 
or To Sr. Luxe, or in Inpirect EvanceEtic 
TRADITION ? 


Seeing that Q is so neutral in linguistic character- 
istics, we can scarcely use arguments based upon 
phenomena of style and vocabulary in order to 
prove that passages in question belong to Q. Nor 
does an analysis based upon phenomena of subject- 
matter promise much success. But one thing is 
at all events possible: we can distinguish numerous 
passages in both gospels which certainly could not 
have stood in Q. 

Let us begin with St. Matthew and with the 
Sermon on the Mount. Of the passages that 
stand in St. Matt. v.—vii. and are wanting in St. 
Luke, it is possible that v. 14, 16 (Light of the 
world, City upon a hill), v. 41 (If one constrain 

1 Wellhausen (‘‘ Einl.,” s. 74) judges that the Baptism of our 
Lord by St. John could not well have been absent from Q. There 
is by no means little to be said in favour of this theory (vide supra, 
and note that both “ dvjx0n” and ‘ bd 708 rveduaros” in the story of 
the Temptation can only be understood in the light of the story of 
the Baptism)—and in this case there is much that is attractive in 
the hypothesis that the original form of the voice from heaven in 
St. Luke is to be derived from Q (vide Excurs. II.). But Well- 


hausen’s combination of the temptation by the devil with the 
temptation by St. Peter (St. Mark viii. 32, 33), and his confident 
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thee to go one mile, then go two), vi. 34 (which 
finishes off the verses 25-33 belonging to Q), and 
vii. 22, 23 (Many will say to me in that day, &c.) 
stood in Q; all else, namely, v. 17, 19, 20-24, 27-31, 
33-38, 43; vi. 1-8 (14, 15), 16-18; vii. 6-15, 
must have been wanting in that source, because 
these passages are strongly marked by the peculiar 
characteristics of St. Matthew (better righteousness, 
formal directions concerning almsgiving, prayer, and 
fasting, &c., vide supra, p. 167) and because St. 
Luke offers absolutely no parallel to them. The 
by no means slight degree of homogeneity which 
is discernible in the passages in question (while 
nothing similar is found in the passages which 
certainly belong to Q) is in itself a strong 
proof that they are alien to Q. They indeed 
all partake of that controversial attitude towards 
Judaism which is a peculiar characteristic of St. 
Matthew. 

The same may be said of the sayings concerning 
the Sabbath in xii. 5 ff, 11 f. Of the parables 
peculiar to St. Matthew in chap. xiii. the Buried 
Treasure and the Pearl (verses 44-46) may have 
stood in Q, because they are similar to the Mustard 
Seed and the Leaven;1 but we have no cer- 
tainty that this was so, especially as they are 


assertion that the draye Zarava of St. Matthew is derived from the 

record of our Lord’s repulse of St. Peter, are rash. Wellhausen’s 

other conjecture that a trait in the story of the Baptism, in which 

St. Matthew differs from St. Mark, namely, St. John’s objection 

to baptize our Lord, had its origin in Q, is destitute of all founda- 

tion and is, according to Q, section 14, improbable. i 
1 So Wernle, ‘‘ Synopt. Frage,” s. 187. 
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separated from the latter parables by the inter- 
pretation of the parable of the Tares and seem 
like an appendix added by St. Matthew. No one 
is likely to claim the parables of the Tares and 
of the Draw-net for Q, any more than the con- 
cluding passage (xiii. 51 f.) of the collection of 
parables in chapter xiii. . 

The story of St. Peter’s walking on the sea 
(xiv. 28-31) is a narrative of entirely secondary 
character, likewise the words addressed to St. Peter 
concerning the Rock upon which the Church would 
be built (xvi. 17-19), perhaps also the story of 
the coin in the fish’s mouth (xvii. 24-27), cer- 
tainly the discourse on discipline in the Church 
(xviii. 16-18). Possibly xviii. 10 (The angels of 
the little ones) stood in Q; that the parables of 
the Great Supper (xxii. 1-11) and the parable of 
the Talents belong to Q is not impossible, as we 
have seen (pp. 119 ff.); but we can arrive at no 
certainty on this point—above all, we can no longer 
restore the form in which they stood in Q2 All 
that remains—the parables and discourses that occur 
in the last chapter of St. Matthew preceding the 
Passion—must probably be kept distinct from Q, 
for they present no indication of relationship to 
that source.” As for the narratives peculiar to 


1 The order in which the parable of the Talents occurs in the 
two gospels is in favour of its belonging to Q; for it is found in 
St. Matt. xxv. and in St. Luke xix., thus in both cases it follows 
the discourse concerning the Parousia, St. Matt. xxiv. and St, 
Luke xvii. This is not so in the case of the Great Supper (St. 
Matt. xxii, and St. Luke xiv.). 

* Naturally, in the case of many parables and discourses, the 
“ possibility” of such relationship cannot be disputed. 
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the account of the Passion in St. Matthew, it 
would be a most arbitrary proceeding to assign 
these to Q, seeing that even the prophecies of the 
Passion are wanting in this source and that these 
passages of St. Matthew are secondary or even 
tertiary in character. 

In St. Luke the situation is not different; we 
can state with considerable probability that such 
and such passages that are peculiar to St. Luke 
did not stand in Q—all the narratives, discourses, 
and parables which specially emphasise the con- 
trast between the poor and the rich and our Lord’s 
love for sinners, and are so characteristic of St. 
Luke’s peculiar genius. Apart from these, there 
is much that is peculiar to this gospel which may 
possibly have belonged to Q; but I have sought in 
vain for any clear principles upon which a probable 
proof of such relationship could be based. 

We must content ourselves with this. It is a priors 
probable, indeed quite certain, that much which occurs 
only in St. Matthew or in St. Luke is derived 
from Q, but except the parable of the Mustard Seed 
which grows into a great tree—and this has been 
by us already assigned to Q, though it also occurs 
in St. Mark—I believe that there is no part of 
the subject-matter peculiar to any one of the two 
gospels which we are justified in definitely assigning 
to Q.1 

Any one that adopts the standpoint of Resch 
and assumes that the “apostolic source” existed for 


1 We must therefore be more discreet in this connection than 
Wernle and many other scholars, 


186 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


centuries side by side with our gospels, and with them 
exercised influence upon the evangelic tradition, will 
attempt to discover passages of Q in the gospel 
sayings found in the Fathers. He, however, who 
cannot convince himself that there is any proof, or 
possibility of proof, that the later tradition has been 
influenced by the sources of our gospels, will hope for 
very little from the examination of the « Agrapha” 
and related material. Nevertheless, I have investi- 
gated afresh the material which Resch has collected 
(«Texte und Unters.,” Bd. 5, 10, and 30). The 
appearance of light at the Baptism (Bd. 30, Heft 
3—4, s. 36), which is a very early tradition and is 
found in Codd. Vercell. and Sangerm. at St. Matt. 
iii. 15; the saying found in Syr. Cur. at St. Matt. 
xx. 28 (of: also the same passage in Cod. D) tpeis 
dé Cyreite é« puxpov avfica kal py ék peiCovos 
édatrov eva (Lc. s. 89); the Logia in 1 Clem. ii. 
13, 46 and Polycarp. ii. and in Acts xx. 35; the 
év ois ay vuas caraAaBw, év TovTois Kat Kopw@ of 
Justin Martyr and others (lc. s. 102); the saying 
strongly attested from Clement of Alexandria on- 
wards: aireicQe, roi; TO. MeyaNa, kat Ta Mikpa UsAcy 
mporreOjncerat (ic. s. 111); the yet more constantly 
quoted saying: yiverOe doximor TpameCirat (s. 112 ff.) ; 
the saying attested by Origen: dia rovs doOevoovras 
joOévovy Kat dia Tovs Tewovras érelywy Kal dia Tous 
dxpavras edirpwv (s. 132); the saying: cdGou od Kal 
4 rbuvxn cov (s. 180); the saying in Clement of 
Alexandria and Tertullian: eides tov adcApdv cov, 
eldes Tov Oedy cou (s. 182); the saying in Origen: 6 
eyyus mov eyyvs Tov warpds (MS. rupds), 6 dé Maxpav 
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am’ éuot maxpay ard tis PBacrelas (s. 185)—these 
are passages which could be offered for consideration 
here. 

It is indeed most improbable that the interpolations 
found in some manuscripts of the gospels, of which 
two examples have been given at the beginning of the 
above list, are derived from Q. Seeing that they can 
scarcely have belonged to the original text either of 
St. Matthew or St. Luke (cf especially the interpola- 
tions in D)—in which case only could there be any 
real question concerning their origin from Q—they 
must therefore have been derived either from other 
written gospels or from oral tradition. To suppose 
that they were derived directly from Q, the source of 
St. Matthew and St. Luke, would be to assume a 
remarkable accident without any justification, seeing 
that these passages show no relationship in subject- 
matter with Q. 

The quotations in the Acts of the Apostles and in 
the epistles of Clement of Rome and of Polycarp 
perhaps afford more promising material; for these 
writings date from a time at which Q may still have 
been known and when the canonical gospels had not 
yet reached all parts of the Church, or at least were 
not everywhere recognised as canonical. It is there- 
fore remarkable that the five sayings which are quoted 
in these writings have introductions of essentially the 
same character as is here seen :— 


A , 
Acts xx. 85: ... munmovevety Te TOY AOYwY 
fol > U , 
rot xuptov Iyood, Ori avros eirev? Makapiov eorw 
lat , a 4 
mandAov didovat 7 AapBavev. 
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1 Clem. xiii: wadtiora memvyméevot TaY Adyov 
TOU Kuplou 'Inood, ods éAaAnoev OtdacKwy éemtelkeay 
Kat MaxpoOuuiav’ ovTws yap elwev' ’EXeare iva éXen- 
Onre, adiere va apeOy vuivr ws roteite, o'tw roinby- 
geTat vuiv? ws SidoTE, OUTws SoOfreTaL Vuiv? ws Kplvere, 
ovTws KpiOijcerOe* ws XpntreverOe, odTws XpnoTevOn- 
gerat vuive @ mérpw peTpeire, ev alto Met pnOjoerat 
Upiv. 

1 Clem. xlvi.: uwvicOynre TeV Adywv tod 'Incod 
Tov Kuplov nov: eirev yap: Oval ro avOparw 
éxelv* Kadov jy TO el jy éevyevnOn yn eva Tov 
exAeKT@Y Mov TKaVOaNICaL. KpetTT Ov iv avT@ TeptTeOnvat 
MUAOV Kal KatamovricOnvar els THY Oaraccay, } eva 
TOV eKAEKT@Y [OU dvarrpéryat. 

Polyc. c. ii.: pwvnmovevovres Gy erev 6 KUpLOS 
OloacKkwy py Kpivere, Wa fy kprOnre: adlere, Kat 
apeOnrerat umiv' édeate, wa édrenOAre: @ MET PW 
MET pEtTe, avrimer pnOnoera Umiv? Kat ore: Maxaprot of 
TMTWXOL Kat of SuwKdmevor Evexev Sucacocdyys, Sti adrov 
eat 4 Bacirela Tov Ocoo. 

1 Clem. ii.: zavres eramrewopoveite .. . UTOTaG- 
gomevot uaAAOV } VrOoTaocoOVTES, yotov Orddyres 7 
AauBavovres Tots épodiows Tob Xpirrod apxov- 

‘ 4 x \ , a A 
Mevot Kat Tposexovrés, TOUS Aoyous OUTOU érimeNs 
EVETTEPVLTMEVOL ITE Tis TTAaYYVOLS. 


There is no doubt that in all these passages the 
sayings of our Lord are referred to as a compilation, 
and the form of the quotations suggests that this 
compilation was crystallised in a written document 
which bore the title, « Aéyou rob kuptou ’Incod,” and 
was regarded as giving the authoritative teaching of 
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our Lord.* In such a case identity with Q would be 
practically proved. But, in the first place, we can 
here only arrive at a certain degree of probability ; 
in the second place, close examination of the subject- 
matter of these sayings is not favourable to the 
hypothesis; for (a) if the saying, “It is more blessed 
to give than to receive” stood in Q, why has St. 
Luke not taken it up into his gospel? (yet this is 
not a very weighty objection); (4) in Polycarp the 
formula of quotation and the quotation itself (the 
latter only partly and freely reproduced) are most 
probably derived from 1 Clem. xiii:; for Polycarp 
has made constant use of the epistle of Clement 
(« Clement. Alex. Strom.,” ii. 18, is also dependent 
upon the same passage); (c) the first saying quoted 
by Clement of Rome in the parts which have no 
direct parallel in St. Matthew and St. Luke (éAcare 
iva edenOyre, adiere iva apeOy UMivs ws ToLeiTE, OUTW 
momOyoerar viv’ ws didoTe, otTwe SoOyoeTaL vmive 
ws xpnoteverOe, ots xpnoTevOnceTat Uuiv) may very 
well have stood in Q; but the part in which it 
coincides in subject-matter with Q, as we have given 
this source above, has a different wording. In place 
of uy Kpivere, wa wn KpiO7re, ev @ yap Kpiuart Kpivere, 
kpilnrerOe we have ws xpivete, ol'tws kpiOncerOe. It 
may, however, be objected that Clement here has 
simply omitted a phrase or so, and for the rest has 
followed another translation of Q; but muy «pivere, 
ta «rd. does not at all suit his context. The 


1 After having written this I see from “ Theol. Jahresbericht”’ 
for 1905 (iii. Abt. s. 246), that Harris, and lately Lake (in ‘‘ Hibb. 
Journ.” iii, 332 ff.), have preceded me in commending this 
hypothesis. 
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dependence upon Q remains therefore uncertain. 


(d) 


The second passage of Clement (I neglect «Clem. 
Alex. Strom.,” iii. 18, because it depends upon “ Clem. 
Rom.”) reproduces sayings which are found in all 
three evangelists—they may, nevertheless, have also 
stood in Q; indeed, we have shown that the allied 
words: avaryKn e\Ociv Ta oKavdara, TARY oval Te 
avOpw7rw Si’ ob Td cxavdadov éoxera, probably stood 
in Q (vide section 53). 


St. Mark xiv. 
21: oval re dv- 
Opwmrw éexelyy Sv 
06 6 vids Tod ay- 
Opwirov mapadt- 
Sorau Kadhdvatr@ 
el ovk éyerv}On 6 
dv Opwiros éxeivos. 


St. Mark ix. 
42: bs ay oxap- 
danlon &va rév 
puKp@v = rouTwy 
TOV TLoTEVOYT MY, 
kanrdv éorw airy 
MG)Nov et meplxer- 
Tat pwros dyviKds 
mepl Tov TpdxXnrov 
avrov Kat BéBNn- 
Tat els THY Oddac- 
our. 








St. Matt. xxvi. 
24: as St. Mark 
(except that fy 
is added after 
KQNOV). 


St. Matt. xviii. 
6, 7: first as in 
St. Mark, then 
muotevovTay els 
ene? ouméper 
air@ wa xpe- 
pacOn bdos 
éukds mept rov 
TpaxXnrov 
kal karamovric On 
é&y TO meddye 
Tis  Oardoons. 
oval 7@ Kbomw 
ard T&v oKay- 
dddov  avdyxn 
yap €dOcty Ta 
oxdvdadha, why 
oval TH avOpmmrw 
60 08 7d oxdvda- 
Nov Epxerau, 


avrov 





St. Luke xxii. 
22: oval ry dv- 
Opwmr@m éxelvm ov 
o} §=6trapadtdorat 
[scil. 6 vids 7. 
avd, |. 


St. Luke xvii. 
1, 2: dvévdexrdv 
éorw 700 Ta oKdy- 
dara ph edOeiv, 
wAnY oval dV od 
épxerar* dvot- 
Teree ait@ el 
AlOos pvALKdos 
meptkerat tepl 
Tov TpadxnroV ad- 
Tov Kal eppirrat 
els Ti Oddaccap, 
i) Wa oxavdarloy 
TOY pLKp@v Tov- 
Twv eva, 


Clem. Rom. 
oval ro dvOpdmrw 
éxelyp* Kadov Fv 
avry el uh évyev- 
vn0n } &a rev 
éxXeKTOV jou 
oKavdadloat. 


Kpeitrov qv av- 
TO mepiteORvan 
bodov kal Kata 
mwovricbjvar, Fh 
&ya Tay éxNexrav 
Hou Ovagrpéwat 
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The interpretation of the phenomena presented 
in the above table is difficult. It is possible that 
Clement erroneously understood the saying con- 
cerning Judas in a general sense and combined 
it wrongly with the saying concerning offending 
the little ones, freely reproduced by him as 
“elect”; it is, however, also possible that not 
only the general clause, dvayxn éAOciv Ta ocxavdada, 
mAnv ovat To GvOpdr@ SL oF TO cKavdadov EpxeTat, 
stood in Q, but also something concerning offending 
the elect in just that double form in which Clement 
gives it (this would then be the more ancient form, 
while St. Mark has introduced the special reference 
to Judas); St. Matthew and St. Luke had St. Mark 
and Q before them, and have on the whole followed 
the former in that they have reproduced from Q 
only the general saying concerning offences. Yet 
this second explanation is far less probable than 
the first; for (1) it is strange that they have both 
hit upon the same solution of the problem (yet in 
St. Luke xvii. 1, 2, the order is different from that 
in St. Matt. xviii. 6, '7); (2) we can form no definite 
conception of the wording of this hypothetical text 
of Q (according to Clement); in its two halves 
it is extremely tautologous, and accordingly gives 
the impression that these two halves were originally 
separate from one another and came from different 
sources (just as it is in the three gospels). Lastly, 
we have the ékeiyw at the beginning, which tells a 
tale. There is therefore at least no surety that 
we have Q before us here, however attractive the 
hypothesis may be and though it may claim the 
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support of what seem to be translation-variants. 
(e) Neither can we well claim for Q that it is the 
source of the second half of the quotation in Polycarp ; 
for though “paxaprot of mrwxot” (without To rvevpare) 
answers to the wording of Q (and of St. Luke), yet 
Suwxomevor evexey Otkatocvyns, which is found in St. 
Matthew, cannot be proved to have stood in Q. 

Accordingly we must reluctantly abandon the hope 
of recovering from these quotations, which seem to pre- 
suppose our gospels, anything which certainly belongs 
to Q; there is, in fact, no sufficient basis of proba- 
bility for the hypothesis that these “ Adyou Tod Kupiou 
*Incov ” are identical with Q. The case is here one of 
very moderate possibility, and it is permissible only 
with considerable reservation to claim the quotations 
in 1 Clem. xiii., xlvi. for Q3 

If, however, our investigation of these passages 
leads to such unsure results, the uncertainty is very 
much greater in regard to the « Agrapha” which are 
found in writers from Justin downwards. In all 
these cases it is more probable that these sayings 
have been derived from the gospel of the Egyptians, 
the gospel of St. Peter, or other sources, than that 
they were directly taken from Q. This specially 
holds good of the sayings discovered by Grenfell and 
Hunt, and likewise of those in the Clementine 


1 If it is thought certain that ‘‘Adyo xrd.” in Clement signifies 
the title of a book, which must therefore be identical with Q) it 
will then be necessary to assume a separate recension of Q, which 
was afterwards amplified from the canonical gospels. It is in 
favour of this hypothesis that in St, Matthew (and so also probably 
in Q) the Sermon on the Mount is introduced with the words: 
edldacker avrovs éywr. 
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Homilies, though it is possible that elements of great 
antiquity are preserved therein. We know that the 
gospels mentioned were still read in the second and 
third centuries, while we have no such knowledge 
concerning Q. ‘Therefore in each particular case the 
burden of proof rests with him who advances the 
claims of Q; but with Resch and others of his way 
of thinking one seeks in vain for real proofs.! 


VI.—Tue Essentra, CHARACTERISTICS OF THE Con- 
TENTS OF Q. A Comparison oF Q WITH THE 
GosrEL or St. Mark. 


In the comprehensive chapter of his « Einleitung 
in die drei ersten Evangelien,” ss. 73-89, Wellhausen 
has made a complete comparison of Q and St. Mark. 
Since, according to him, mutual independence is « not 
to be thought of,” he discusses the question of priority 
and decides in favour of St. Mark. Compared with 
St. Mark the content of Q is everywhere, or almost 


1 Let me bring forward yet another instance. In 2 Clem. vy. 
we read: Aéyeu 6 kUpios* “Eoeoe ws dpvla &v uéow Adkwy. This form 
of the saying seems to be more ancient than the form which we 
have ascertained for Q in section 19: (dod éyw drooréAdw das ws 
mpopara év wéoy AUKwv. But without regard to the fact that 2 Clem. 
has probably used an uncanonical gospel which was certainly not 
Q (probably the gospel of the Egyptians), we have already seen 
above, pp. 13, 174 f., that the saying is perhaps not to be assigned 
to Q, but that its presence in St. Matthew and St. Luke is to be 
attributed to another source. The gospel of the Egyptians (the 
gospel, that is, which is used by 2 Clem.) is on the whole certainly 
secondary to Q, indeed to the Synoptic Gospels; yet, like the gospel 


of the Hebrews, it has preserved some very ancient elements, 
N 
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everywhere, secondary, and presents the traditions 
concerning Jesus in a form which had already ad- 
vanced in the direction of definite Christian dogma ~ 
and of ecclesiasticism. I, on the contrary, believe 
that I can show in the following pages that Well- 
hausen in his characteristic of Q has unconsciously 
allowed himself to be influenced by the tendencies of 
St. Matthew and St. Luke, that he has attributed to 
Q what belongs to these gospels, and that in not a 
few passages he has preferred St. Mark on insufficient 
grounds. ‘The conclusions at which I have arrived 
stand therefore in strong opposition to the results of 
his criticism. 

In comparing Q with St. Mark we must base 
our investigation on those passages which certainly 
belong to Q—the probable constituents of Q 
must be marshalled in the second line for our 
review. 

St. Mark begins with the preaching of the Bap- 
tist, the baptism of our Lord, and a summary account 
of a forty days’ temptation of our Lord in the 
wilderness; @, with the preaching of the Baptist 
(the baptism of our Lord) and a detailed account 
of a temptation of our Lord to disbelief in His 
Messianic vocation, which took place after a forty 
days’ abode in the wilderness. Even if, as is pro- 
bable, the baptism of our Lord stood in Q, it does 
not necessarily follow that St. Mark and Q are de- 
pendent upon one another ; for it may very well have 
happened that at a particular epoch these sections 
were the regular passages with which the catechetical 
tradition of the sayings of Jesus the Messiah began 
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(St. Luke i. 4). Here, however, the subject-matter 
of Q is clearly the more original, for St. Mark only 
introduces the Baptist in order that he may point 
forward to the « Mightier One,” while Q first describes 
the preaching of the Baptist concerning repentance 
and judgment, and then only attaches the reference 
to the « Mightier One” that was coming. Besides, 
St. Mark is guilty of hysteron-proteron in his de- 
scription of the Coming One as one that would baptize 
with the Holy Ghost, while Q speaks of Him as of 
one who would appear with the fire of judgment and 
would thoroughly purge His floor.t Similarly, in 
regard to the story of the Temptation, it can neither 
be proved that Q is dependent upon St. Mark, nor 
can it be asserted that in St. Mark the Temptation 
is conceived as being non-Messianic in character,’ nor 
can the narrative in Q be claimed as a later legend. 
If the story of the Temptation, with the voice from 
heaven in the form, «Thou art my Son, to-day 
have I begotten Thee,” stood in Q, it is then natural 
that the devil should address himself to Jesus as the 
Son of God, and should wish to upset His faith in 
His Divine Sonship. ‘There is no need to suppose 
that this must have been a later tradition than the 
shorter account of St. Mark, which always arouses the 
suspicion that St. Mark here knew more than he has 


1 The priority of Q is here recognised by Wellhausen (s, 74). 

2 Wellhausen (J.c.) makes this assertion; but if the Spirit which 
descended upon Jesus drives Him into the wilderness, where He is 
tempted for forty days of Satan, surrounded by the uncanny 
creatures of the desert, while the angels supply Him with food, 
this can then be no ordinary temptation but is the period par 
eacellence of Messianic temptation. 
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told us, for legend is not accustomed to work by a 
method so concise and allusive.? 

The Sermon on the Mount now follows in Q. St. 
Mark here affords us only four parallel sayings? He 
writes (iv. 24): év @ pérpm perpeire merpyOycera 
uuiv (just as in Q, section 8). Again, in ix. 50—out 
of connection with his context—: kaAdv TO dAas: éav de 


1 The circumstances may be conjectured to have been as 
follows :—St. Mark was obliged to touch upon the fact of the 
Messianic temptation by Satan, since it belonged to the stereo- 
typed material of catechetical instruction (St. Luke i. 4: epi dy 
karnxnons dywv); it was, however, known to him, not in the 
narrative of Q but in another form. If the narrative of Q had 
been known to him, the trait of fasting could not have been 
omitted by him, nor could he have mentioned the wild beasts and 
the angels in his short summary. St. Mark presupposes a legend 
where there was no mention of our Lord’s fasting in the wilder- 
ness, where, on the contrary, it was recorded that He was fed by 
angels, so that there could scarcely have been a place therein for 
a temptation by means of hunger. Nothing is said of the nature 
of the temptation of Satan—that the wild beasts played a réle 
therein is uncertain—but that St. Mark knew something about 
them is more than probable. The ‘‘Gospel of Jesus Christ,’ 
according to him, first begins with verse 14; in a double intro- 
duction, verses 1-8 and 9-13, he simply says what is absolutely 
necessary concerning the Baptist and his testimony, and con- 
cerning the Divine Sonship of Jesus. The wondrous “ gayracla”’ 
(Theodore of Mopsuestia) of the story of the Temptation in Q is 
independent of St. Mark, and may have arisen at any time after 
the year A.D. 30—1.e. it possibly belongs to the primitive tradition, 

* It is quite another question whether the story of the Baptism 
(Spirit and yoice from heaven) was the oldest form of the tradi- 
tion. I am with Wellhausen of the conviction that it was not, 
rather that it has taken the place of the more ancient story of the 
Transfiguration. But this question cannot be discussed here, as 


it belongs rather to the period of development that lies behind 


Q and St. Mark. 


* And in the case of three of these it is only probable that they | 


stood in Q. 
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+O dAdas avarov yéevyrat, ev Tint adTO apTicere ; while 
Q, section 47, reads: vmeis éore TO dXas [Ths yis]* eav 
oe TO dAas popavOns ev Tim adwcOycerat. Here, in 
the first place, we notice a genuine translation-variant, 
and next, that Q interprets the “salt” as referring to 
the disciples. This is probably the original reference, 
as Wellhausen also recognises (“ Mark,” s. 82).—In 
St. Mark iv. 21 we read—again out of connection 
with his context— : pyri épyerat 6 Nixvos iva vo TOV 
pddiov TeOn . . . OvX Wa emt Tv Avxviav TEA]; In 
Q, section 31, we find: ov kalovow AVxvoy Kat THéacw 
avrov U10 Tov modtov GAN’ ert THy AvXViaY, Kat Aarret 
macw Tos év Ty oia. In St. Mark the « light” 
represents the teaching of our Lord, in St. Matthew 
the good conduct of the disciples (this is secondary) 
—pbut this is only the interpretation of St. Matthew. 
St. Luke, who gives the saying twice, gives it first 
(viii. 16) with the same significance and in the 
same connection as St. Mark, and a second time 
(xi. 13), according to Q, without reference to the 
disciples. Thus in Q the reference to the disciples was 
unexpressed, and Q was therefore not secondary when 
compared with St. Mark. Here also note the trans- 
lation-variants——St. Mark writes (x. 11 f.): Os dy 
amoNvcyn THY yuvaika avdTod Kal yayjon GAAHV, MOLXaTaL 
éx’ adtivy: Kat éav adTn amoAvcaca TOV adv0pa QuTis 
yapijon addAov [or probably more correctly, cai éay 
yur e&ENOn a0 TOU avd pos auras Kat GAAov yaunoy], 
porxara. Here we have ascertained for the text of 
Q in section 52: [éyw Adyw vpiv]: was 6 amtoAvwy 
THY ‘yuvaika airod Tot avTyy porxevOjvat, Kat os 
cay amoNeAumevyy yaunoy, MorXaTat. Wellhausen’s 
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judgment on this verse depends upon the supposition 
that the words immediately preceding it in St. Luke 
(evko7wTepov O€ éorw TOV ovpavoy Kal THY Yhv Taper- 
Ociv 4) Tov vomov may Kepaiay meoeiv, xvi. 17) are to 
be regarded as explaining, or rather confirming, the 
statement of the verse concerning divorce. But verse 
17 belongs, as is shown by the dé, to verse 16, and is 
intended to correct the seeming Antinomianism of the 
words: 6 vomos Kal of Tpopyrat Mex ’Iwavvov, while 
the saying concerning divorce then follows without 
any connection. We have therefore no surety that 
even St. Luke intended that verses 17 and 18 should 
be taken together. As for Q, it is inconceivable that 
they stood together in that source, for St. Matthew 
presents them in complete separation in v. 18 and 
32. Then again, it is more than questionable that 
St. Mark x. forms the starting-point for the version 
of the saying in@. St. Mark says: « He who divorces 
his wife and marries another commits adultery against 
her, and likewise she that is divorced and marries 
again commits adultery.” Q says: «He who divorces 
his wife makes her an adulteress [because she will 
marry again], and the new husband also commits 
adultery.” That there is a difference here is clear, 
but it is not to be sought where Wellhausen sees it. 
According to Wellhausen, in St. Mark’s form the 
adultery lies not in the divorce but only in the 
marrying again; but this is quite improbable, for 
(1) it is opposed to the context in St. Mark (verses 
1-9), and (2) it is artificially read into the words of 
St. Mark. And besides, especially in an Oriental 
environment, a second marriage was sure to follow a_ 
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divorce. ‘Therefore the difference between St. Mark 
and Q does not lie in this point, but rather in the 
circumstance that St. Mark declares the husband and 
the wife, if she marries again, to be guilty of adultery, 
while Q condemns the wife who marries again and her 
new husband. Yet this difference is only in appear- 
ance; @ has only left unexpressed what was self- 
evident ; according to my opinion, this writer intended 
to say: “He who divorces his wife (not only makes 
himself guilty of adultery, but besides) calls a twofold 
adultery into being: she that is divorced together 
with her new husband are guilty of adultery.” The 
saying is then one of pregnant conciseness and force ; 1 
while the saying in St. Mark is feeble in comparison. 
Thus Q, section 52, is certainly not derived from St. 
Mark x. 11 f. It follows, therefore, that neither is 
Q 52 founded upon St. Mark x. 1-9, but in the most 
favourable case it must be assumed that there was in 
Q an account parallel to that of St. Mark, of which 
Q 52 formed the conclusion. Nevertheless, the verse 
requires no other context than that given in St. 
Matthew : ’"Eppé0n - os amoAUcy THY ryuvaika avTou; 
ddr aity arooraciov. Yet the context in Q could 
scarcely have been quite like this. 

These are the only passages in which St. Mark 
affords a parallel to those parts of St. Matt. v.—vii. 
which belong to Q; for the theory that St. Mark 

1 St. Matthew alone has preserved it so; St. Luke has already 
modified the first half of the saying in accordance with the form 
in St. Mark. St. Matthew, however, has also offended in that 
he has inserted mapexrds Adyou mopyelas—an interpolation which 
is self-evident, and yet, as it stands, quite out of place in the 
context. 
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xi. 25 is the germ of the Lord’s Prayer may be left 


on one side.! 

If we now investigate the contents of the passages 
of the Sermon on the Mount which stood in Q 
(of the first-class sections 8-8, of the second-class 
sections 9, 10, 27, 28, 31, 32, 35, 36, 39, 41, 47, 49, 
51, 52), we notice scarcely anything which might 
not pass as primary tradition. But Wellhausen is 
of another opinion (vide his note on St. Matt. v. 1 ite): 
He finds that just as Q runs parallel to St. Mark 
in the preaching of the Baptist (the Baptism) and 
the Temptation, so is it also with the Sermon on 
the Mount, for both documents now proceed to 
give a programme of the preaching of our Lord, 
Q a manifesto which is evidently an artificial fabrica- 
tion, St. Mark (i. 15) a short and unassuming general 
summary of the ever-recurring subject of our Lord’s 
preaching. «And the difference which exists between 
the two is not simply formal but extends also to 
the subject-matter. In St. Mark our Lord’s theme 
is the same as that of the Baptist, namely, wetavorca— 
men are warned to repent by the rousing proclama- 
tion of the near approach of the Kingdom of God. 
In Q, on the other hand, our Lord, unlike St. John, 

1 The Lord’s Prayer does not belong to those passages which 
can almost certainly be claimed for Q; if, however, in a shorter 
form (vide section 27) it belonged to Q, it cannot have taken its 
origin from the single clause of St. Mark xi. 25, which corresponds 
to the so-called fifth petition. This clause says absolutely nothing 
about the content of the prayer, and is thus related in form not 
to St. Matt. vi. 12, but to the saying in St. Matt. v. 23, 24 (which, 
however, is more ancient in form). Yet it of course confirms 


the genuine character of the so-called fifth petition as it is found 
in St. Matthew (vide infra for a more detailed discussion), 
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shows not the reverse but, even in the very begin- 
ning of His ministry, the obverse of the Kingdom 
of God; with it He entices men, He proclaims it 
as good tidings of great joy. He begins not with 
a stern warning to the whole Jewish nation but with 
blessing to His disciples.” 

Here we must first object that St. Matthew 
at all events did not regard the Sermon on the 
Mount: as a detailed substitute for St. Mark i. 15, 
seeing that he himself has given us in a passage 
preceding the Sermon on the Mount the words 
(iv. 17): azo TOTe ipeaTo 6 “Incots Knpdooety Kal 
Aéyew* peTavocire’ yyiKey yap 7 GBacireia Tov 
ovpavoy. Still less can we speak of such an inter- 
pretation of Q by St. Luke, seeing that he has 
assigned these passages of Q to a much later posi- 
tion in his gospel, indeed has distributed them 
throughout his work. And next, even according 
to Wellhausen, St. Mark i. 15 contains a flagrant 
hysteron-proteron from which St. Matthew and 
St. Luke, and therefore Q, are free; for St. Mark 
writes: “Jesus came into Galilee and preached the 
Gospel of God, saying, the time is fulfilled and the 
Kingdom of God is at hand; repent ye, and believe the 
Gospel.” When estimating the full meaning of this 
saying it does not do to pass by the mention of the 
« Gospel.” But if we take this into consideration, 
then the whole question presents a quite different 
appearance from that given it by Wellhausen in 
his representation of the contents of the verse in 
St. Mark. St. Mark also has from the very begin- 
ning taken up the “message of joy” into the theme 
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of our Lord’s message; he also shows at the very 
first the “obverse” of this message, and indeed in 
a much more secondary form than is ever found 
in Q,' where the word «“ Gospel” never occurs. But 
it seems to me a most extraordinary proceeding 
to set the whole Sermon on the Mount, as Q has 
given it, side by side with the short sentence of 
St. Mark i. 15. The “gospel” in Q signifies the 
Beatitudes ’—in fact, it is the proclamation which 
appears in Q, section 14: “Tell John what ye 
hear and see: The blind receive their sight, the 
lame walk . . . the poor receive good tidings.” 
Why should not Q be justified in setting this 
message of good tidings in the forefront in contrast 
to the message of the Baptist? seeing, moreover, 
that its historical character cannot be disputed. 
And even if this preaching of good tidings was in 
reality more deeply set in the framework of the 
stern summons to repentance than appears in Q, 
why need we therefore regard the attractive side 
of the message as something especially secondary ? 
Again, is not the whole Sermon on the Mount 
together with the Beatitudes also a most powerful 
summons to repentance? How indeed are we to 
conceive of our Lord’s preaching of repentance? 
It could not have consisted simply in the repetition 
of the word “repent,” it must have pictured in 
glowing colours the blessedness of conversion and 

* Wellhausen’s discussion of the signifivance of the word 


“Gospel” in St. Mark seems to me correct. St. Mark means by 
the word much the same as St. Paul. 


® Here, therefore, the difference from St. Mark is as great as it 
possibly can be, 
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of the new life! And this is just what we find 
in the Sermon on the Mount. 

But a second fault is detected in this sermon: it 
must be regarded as a sermon addressed to the 
Christian community—.e. it presupposes the union of 
Christians in a distinct and compact society. This is, 
in my opinion, true of St. Matthew but not of Q. 
According to St. Matthew and St. Luke the Sermon 
on the Mount was spoken to the disciples (in the 
presence of the people); it was therefore so given in 
Q. Now it is true that, if we stretch Q upon the 
Procrustes’ bed of chronology, a discourse to the 
disciples occupies a strange position here at the 
beginning; but, in the first place, we do not know 
whether in Q something may not have preceded the 
Sermon on the Mount, and secondly, chronological 
tests ought not to be applied to Q. Q of course did 
not begin with the end but with the beginning, nor 
did it conclude with the beginning but with the 
discourses on the Second Coming; apart from this, 
however, chronology has no further influence upon 
Q, which is simply a heterogeneous collection of dis- 
courses and sayings, for the most part bound together 
in groups. If Q was a compilation of the sayings of 
our Lord, made with the aim of giving authorita- 
tive teaching (and that principally ethical), it is not 
strange that this great discourse to the disciples was 
set in the forefront as being the most important of all. 
Certainly the Christian reader was intended to say to 


1 There is no want of sternness either in the Sermon on the 
Mount or elsewhere in Q; the “waxdpios” stands in contrast to 
fearful warnings. 


204 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


himself: « All the promises and commandments here 
addressed to the disciples apply to thyself,” but it 
does not necessarily follow that the compiler has 
coloured his reproduction of the sayings of our Lord 
with a view to contemporary readers. Taking first 
only the sections of Q that are certainly genuine, 
where is such colouring to be found in the Beatitudes 
(section 3) in the saying concerning the blow upon 
the cheek and the cloak that is taken (4), in the 
direction to give to him that asks (5), in the com- 
mand to love one’s enemies (6), in the Golden Rule 
(7), in the prohibition of judging and the similitudes 
of the Mote and the Beam (8), the Good and 
Corrupt Tree (11), and the House upon the Rock 
and upon the Sand (12)? But, object Wellhausen 
and others, in the last Beatitude mention is made 
of persecutions which are also implied in the saying 
concerning love to one’s enemies. Here we come to 
a question of principle. In modern criticism of the 
Gospel narrative, it constantly happens that every- 
thing which can possibly be a hysteron-proteron 
is at once pronounced to be such with absolute 
certainty. This seems to me to be a form of criti- 
cal conscientiousness which leads to critical narrow- 
mindedness. Of course there are numbers of instances 
of hysteron-proteron in the gospels—the merest 
suggestion of practical aim or purpose leads to a 
hysteron-proteron, and the gospels follow practical 
aims—yet it by no means follows therefrom that 
saying after saying must have been coloured and 
corrected in accordance with the circumstances of 
later times. Very often the saying receives its de- 
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sired practical significance from the very context in 
which it is set without any change from the hand of 
the editor. Must it be that Jesus could not have 
said to His disciples, «Blessed are ye, when men 
revile you, and persecute you, and say all manner of 
evil against you falsely”? Surely even in the life- 
time of Jesus the disciples must have experienced 
such treatment again and again, and in the most 
varied forms; and it seems quite impossible that He 
should not have spoken about it. I confess that I 
cannot understand the objections that are usually 
made to such sayings, and in their removal, as a 
matter of principle, from the genuine sayings of our 
Lord, I discern a most serious error! By this method 
of destructive analysis we are left at last with only 
the critic himself; for, considering the likeness which 
naturally existed between the circumstances of the first 
disciples and of the later community, it is possible 
with very little trouble to object to everything as 
hysteron-proteron. Again, -in reference to the per- 
secutions which the Sermon on the Mount has in 
view, it is to be noticed that we do not read, “So 
also have they persecuted me,” but «So persecuted 
they the prophets which were before you.” 

In Q, sections 3-8, 11, 12, nothing is to be found 
which must be assigned to secondary tradition. How 
does it stand with those sections of the Sermon on 
the Mount which can only with probability be 
assigned to Q? The direction, « Ask, and it shall 


1 It is another question whether these sayings in certain cases 
are not coloured by the circumstances of later times—this seems 
to me, of course, certain. 
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be given you,” together with the similitudes of the 
Bread and the Fish (section 28), the Light and the 
Bushel (31), the saying concerning the eye as the 
light of the body (32), the great discourse concerning 
anxiety (35), the warning against laying up treasure 
on earth (36), the Adversary and the Judge (39),! 
the Strait gate and the Narrow way (41), the Salt 
that had lost its savour (47), the warning against 
serving two masters (49), the word concerning the 
permanent obligation of the Law (51), the saying con- 
cerning divorce (52), and lastly, the Lord’s Prayer 
(27), still remain to be considered. In section 28 there 
is nothing that can be objected to as secondary ; it 
is, however, well worth noticing that the disciples 
also are reckoned among the movnpot. We have 
already discussed (pp. 196 ff.) sections 31, 47, and 52. 
In sections 32, 35, 36, 39, 49, even the sharpest eye 
will discover nothing that Jesus could not have said. 
But on section 41 Wellhausen remarks: « The 
eschatological colouring in St, Luke disappears in 
St. Matthew here, just as it does in vi. 19. The 
strait gate is presupposed as something known, for it 
is the needle’s eye of St. Mark x. 25, as we shall see 
in St. Luke. At a still later time Jesus Himself has 
become the Door (St. John x.). From the « one gate’ 
St. Matthew passes on to the «two ways, leaving, 


1 Note the threat with which it concludes. 

2 Perhaps also the word concerning the leaders of the blind 
(section 9), and the saying that the disciple is not above his 
master (10). St. Luke has both sayings in his Sermon on the 
Plain ; St. Matthew has the first in chap. xv., the second in the 
charge to the disciples in chap. x, (this may have been its original 
position), 
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however, the ‘gate’ in the singular and reserving it for 
the ‘narrow way ’—if Lachmann’s reading of vii. 13, 
which I have followed in my translation, is correct. 
The favourite Jewish metaphor of the ‘two ways’ is 
not derived from some such foreign source as the Greek 
legend of Hercules, but from Ps. i. 6, and originally 
from Jer. xxi. 8.” I gladly agree with the last remark, 
and am only sorry that there is in these days need to 
make it; but I cannot follow Wellhausen in what 
precedes. I can neither hold the text of St. Luke for 
the more original (vide supra, pp. 67 f.), nor does 
it seem to me permissible to bring in the «“needle’s 
eye” here. The “gate” and the “way” need, in 
my opinion, no interpretation: every one must at 
once understand what they mean, seeing especially 
that they are sufficiently explained by «the many” 
and “the few.” The eschatological colouring is, 
moreover, clear enough in the version of Q (St. 
Matthew), and nothing secondary can be found in 
the simile that is used. 

In the saying of section 51 concerning the per- 
manent obligation of the Law, @ has given expres- 
sion to our Lord’s attitude towards the Law. We 
may not interpret this saying as pointing to an 
ultimate abolition of the Law, for the emphasis 
does not lie upon this point—on the contrary, the 
meaning is that the Law abides as long as heaven 
and earth abide. There is no ground for disputing 
that this was really what our Lord meant; and yet 
in St. Mark no such saying is to be found—on the 
contrary, it is written in St. Mark xiii. 30: « Heaven 
and earth shall pass away, but My words shall not 
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pass away.” If it is proposed to bring this saying 
into comparison with the saying in Q—and it is 
almost impossible to avoid doing so—there can then 
be no doubt where the secondary traits are to be 
found. 

There still remains the Lord’s Prayer.1. Whether 
it ever stood in Q is, as we have already shown, ques- 
tionable, and its original form is a matter of contro- 
versy. If we follow the short form which we have 
given above, the character of a common prayer, and 
in a certain sense of a stereotyped prayer, still re- 
mains. But it is far too hasty a proceeding because 
of this to regard the tradition as secondary. Even 
according to St. Mark our Lord directs His disciples 
to pray, and I doubt whether in the East a prophet 
or teacher has ever given directions concerning prayer 
without giving a pattern prayer. Wellhausen re- 
marks: «Jesus could not give to His disciples a 
stereotyped form for congregational prayer, because 
they did not yet form a congregation ” (« Einl.,” s. 87). 
But does it follow that the Lord’s Prayer is a con- 
gregational prayer because it is a common prayer? 
and did there not exist among the companions of our 
Lord a close bond of discipleship which even during 
his lifetime united them in a common life? Our 
knowledge of the nature of the common fellowship that 
existed in this circle of disciples must be far more 


1 The sayings concerning the leaders of the blind, and that the 
disciple is not above his master and must expect no other fortune 
than he (sections 9, 10), arouse no justifiable suspicion, A sceptic 
will suspect a hysteron-proteron in the second saying—on the 
presupposition that our Lord could have said nothing which might 
also refer to the circumstances of a later time. 
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detailed before we can have the least justification for 
asserting the impossibility of a prayer being given 
them by our Lord. It may, of course, be admitted 
that the Lord’s Prayer in the form given in St. 
Matthew, and indeed even in St. Luke, is liturgical in 
character, and is accordingly a congregational prayer ; 
but this does not hold good of the short form. ‘This 
form, in my opinion, presents nothing that can be 
objected to in point of genuineness. 

Judged in detail and as a whole, all that is pre- 
sented as teaching of our Lord in the Sermon on the 
Mount bears the stamp of unalloyed genuinéness. It 
is astonishing that at a time when St. Paul was 
actively engaged in his mission, and when the pro- 
blem of apologetics and the controversy concerning 
the Law were burning questions, the teaching of our 
Lord should have been still so clearly and distinctly 
preserved in the memory of Christians in the simple 
force of its essentially ethical character. 


The didascalia given in the Sermon on the Mount 
were immediately followed in Q by the story of the 
Centurion at Capernaum (section 13). How little the 
compiler of Q cared for chronology is seen from the 
words in which our Lord here looks back upon a 
fairly long period of ministry. Wellhausen (« Matt.,” 
s. 36) is of opinion that Q here, in strong contrast to 
St. Mark, lays the greatest emphasis upon the miracle 
wrought simply by a word and at a distance, and, 
moreover, he thinks that the centurion may be a 
duplicate of Jairus. In regard to the latter point, 
the stories seem to me far too different to allow 

o 
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of the experiment of deriving one from the other; 
but Wellhausen’s first assertion demands detailed 
examination. 

(1) When we consider the import of this section in 
the context of Q, we cannot but wonder that it stands 
in Q at all if its point lies in the miracle. On this 
supposition it falls out of the sphere of Q, which is 
elsewhere a compilation of discourses.” 

(2) If one looks more closely one sees that the 
point of the narrative does not lie in the miracle 
of healing, but in the great faith of the heathen 
centurion (just as in the story of the Canaanitish 
woman) in the unlimited power of our Lord; for it 
is the word of our Lord testifying to this faith, not 
the word of healing, which forms the climax of the 
narrative. The word of healing comes in haltingly at 
the close in St. Matthew, and is not even mentioned in 
St. Luke. 

(3) This in itself is decisive enough, but we may 
perhaps proceed a step further. We have above 
(p. 77) left the question open as to the conclusion 
of this section in Q. St. Matthew concludes it much 
in the same way as the story of the Canaanitish 
woman: kat erev 6 ‘Incous To eKATOVTAPYY * 
[Uraye], ws ériorevoas yernOiTw cor Kat ia0n 6 wats 
év 7H &pa éxeivy. St. Luke writes quite summarily 
(and with three participles, thus in his own style) : 
Kat Urootpéyavtes ele TOv olkoy of meuplévres evpov 

+ We may at the same time question whether St. Mark really 


would have rejected a miracle wrought at a distance (vide the 
Canaanitish woman). 


2 In the Beelzebub section the miracle only gives the occasion 
of a long and most significant discourse of our Lord, 
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Tov dovAov vyaivovta. Not a single word in these two 
conclusions ts identical. 'This is very strange. What 
then may we suppose was the conclusion of Q? We 
cannot tell. Since this is so, it seems to me to be not 
too bold an hypothesis to assume that in Q either 
nothing at all was said about the cure, or that in this 
source there stood something quite different from 
what we read in St. Matthew and St. Luke. Either 
alternative is possible, and not improbable ;? it is at 
all events certain that the concluding verse, both in 
St. Matthew and also in St. Luke, is suspicious. 
Neither is it surprising that they have both inde- 
pendently of one another given the story the con- 
clusion which we now read. 

If the point of this passage lies in a short saying 
of our Lord, in which He testifies to the receptivity 
of a Gentile, and if the miraculous cure takes a 
secondary place, having been either not narrated at 
all or described in some other form, then there is 
nothing strange in the fact that the narrative occurs 
in Q,? nor can it be described as containing tradition 
which is secondary to that of St. Mark. The Baptist 
had already proclaimed in warning tones that God 
could raise up from the stones children to Abraham, 
and the story of the Canaanitish woman (St. Mark) 
affords an important parallel to our section. 


1 In the case of the Canaanitish woman, our Lord also shows 
reluctance in performing the cure. 

2 Wernle (‘‘Synoptische Frage,” s, 232) thinks that we are 
forced to conclude that the section was interpolated in Q at a 
later time, seeing that it conflicts with the Judaistic tendency of 
Q; but Q does not bear the traces of a Judaism which would not 
| allow the expression of such appreciation of faith in a Gentile. 
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The passages in the gospels referring to the sending 
forth of the disciples contain much tradition of a 
secondary character, but it does not therefore follow 
that the event itself is impossible or improbable how- 
ever certain it is that we have here an intermixture 
of later elements. Wellhausen says (« Mark.,” s. 46, on 
St. Mark vi. 7 ff): «'The twelve only make an ex- 
periment, and afterwards are just as dependent and 
passive as before, although the experiment is a success. _ 
In fact, Jesus did not institute experimental missions 
as an exercise for His seminary.” But the fact of the | 
sending forth of the disciples itself is too strongly | 
attested by the twofold tradition in St. Mark and Q to | 
allow of its being summarily rejected, nor is it in itself | 
improbable that our Lord thought that, in the short 
space of time allowed Him, He must provide for the | 
widest possible circulation of His message of the near | 
approach of the Kingdom. Yet we are not here con- | 
cerned with the fact itself; the question for us is only | 
the relationship of the account in Q to the account in | 
St. Mark. They are, partly in subject-matter, partly 
almost verbally, identical, and are combined together 
in St. Matthew, but in St. Luke (chaps. ix. and x.) 
they are kept apart from one another. In the 
parallel sections where the text of Q can no longer be 
ascertained with certainty (therefore they are included 
in brackets in our construction of the text), the chief || 
difference is that St. Mark allows a staff and sandals, | 
while Q does not. The version of St. Mark seems to 
me to reflect a relaxation which had arisen in actual 
practice. In Q the missionary charge to the disciples 
was preceded by the story of two men, of whom one: 
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offered himself as a disciple and the other wished first 
to bury his father (section 17). It is related for the 
sake of the two sayings of our Lord that it contains, 
in the former of which the expression “Son of Man” 
is found for the first time in Q. The sayings bear 
the stamp of perfect genuineness. Then followed 
(section 18) the saying concerning the greatness of the 
harvest and the paucity of labourers. Wellhausen 
(“ Matt.,” s. 44) remarks: «The harvest elsewhere is 
the end of the world, and the reapers are the angels. 
If by the lord of the harvest we must understand that 
God is signified, then the prayer does not quite corre- 
spond with the active intervention of Jesus who, in 
what follows, Himself sends forth the reapers.” This 
objection has some weight—however, it does not seem 
to me to be decisive against the originality of the 
tradition: the simile of the harvest can well have 
been variously applied by our Lord Himself.—In the 
missionary charge to the disciples there would be a 
most important difference between St. Mark and Q 
if it were true that the former speaks only of the 
private mission in houses, while Q speaks also of the 
mission in cities. Wellhausen (« Luk.,” s. 49) says: 
«The public mission in the cities is later than the 
secret mission in the house, just as the reception into 
the city is later than that into the house. Accord- 
ingly St. Mark, who speaks only of the house, has the 
priority over Q; for it is not doubtful, and is indeed 
correctly recognised by St. Matthew, that St. Mark 
vi. 7 ff. and St. Luke x. 1 ff. are variants which must 
be compared together.” But in Q the mission to the 
cities did not stand in the place of the mission in the 
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house, both stood together side by side. This is not re- 
dundant, nor is it in the strictest sense tautologous. The 
horizon of our Lord’s missionary outlook included cities 
as well as households, vide the Woe against Chorazin, 
Bethsaida, and Capernaum. We cannot therefore see 
why directions concerning the mission in cities should 
be later in date than those concerning the mission in 
the houses; in practice, as is shown by the most 
ancient records, both phases of the mission coincided 
in point of time. But the whole presupposition that 
the mission in the cities is wanting in St. Mark is 
to me very questionable. According to Wellhausen 
there is in St. Mark vi. 10, 11, no difference between 
oixia and tors, this however is not, in my opinion, the 
interpretation that first suggests itself, rather TOTS, 
as usual, signifies “city,” but the mission in the city and 
in the house are conceived as one and the same; and 
thus no real difference can be discovered here between 
St. Mark and Q.—The warning in Q, that it would 
be more tolerable for Sodom in the Judgment than 
for the perverse cities (section 22), presents no diffi- 
culty.—I pass by section 24 (vide supra).—In section 
34° Q proclaims that words spoken against the Son of 
Man will be forgiven; this is wanting in St. Mark. 
This fact is in favour of the priority of Q; Well- 
hausen’s argument to the contrary (“ Matt.,” s. 62 f.) is 
not convincing. In section 344, which otherwise shows 
all the signs of the earliest tradition, it is possible 
that the duty of confession of the person of Jesus 
may be a secondary trait; but it is not necessary to 
suppose this, and the promise: «I will acknowledge 
Him in the presence of the angels of God” (thus at 
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the Judgment), sounds very primitive. The same 
must be said of section 38: it is possible to regard 
it as a vaticinium ex eventu; but why might not our 
Lord foretell the result of His preaching, seeing that 
other prophets have made similar predictions? He 
must have seen how that even in His lifetime His 
preaching had brought division into families and had 
separated those who were nearest to one another. I 
pass by the closely related section 45, because it is not 
quite certain that it belongs to Q.—In section 46 
(Bearing the cross) we have probably a hysteron- 
proteron,’ but certainly a primitive one. The saying 
concerning the finding and losing of the soul (section 
47) presents no difficulty. 

These passages which we have here discussed briefly 
have some other parallels in our second gospel, apart 
from St. Mark vi. 7-11. St. Mark also writes, 
parallel to section 34° (iv. 22): ov ydp éoTW KpuTTov, 
éav py va pavepwO" ove eryévero arroxpuoyr, GAN’ iva 
€Oy ets pavepoy (this looks like a translation-variant 
of an identical Semitic text), again parallel to section 
46 (viii. 34): &f Tes Oérer Oricw pou éADeiv, arapyn- 
cdcOw éavTov Kal dpaTw Tov oTavpov avTOU Kat axoAov- 
Geir jot, again parallel to section 57 (viii. 35): ds 
dav OéAy THY Wuxny coat, amroreret adtiy' Os 0° ay 


1 The hypothesis of a reference to the custom that one con- 
demned to be crucified was compelled to bear the transverse beam 
of his cross is, of course, not satisfactory. On the other hand, we 
may perhaps conjecture, as Reinach has lately pointed out again, 
that the crucifixion of the righteous man, in accordance with the 
well-known passage in Plato and Ps. xxii., had become a typical 
and widely spread conception. Yet much is still wanting to 


establish this hypothesis. 
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aroréce thy rbuxny airod evexev émod Kal Tod 
evayyeArlov, core avrijy, lastly, parallel to section 
24—yet this saying did not perhaps occur in Q at all 
—(ix. 87): Os dy éué déyyrat, ovk éué déxerae adda 
Tov amoorelAavra pe. Nowhere here does Q show 
itself secondary to St. Mark, indeed the contrary is 
the case; for the anachronistic addition, évexcev éuot 
kat Tov evayyeAiov, is foreign to Q@.—Hence in these 
commandments to the disciples Q is neither dependent 
upon St. Mark nor secondary when compared with 
that gospel. It is not surprising that identical sayings 
should be found here and in St. Mark; for these 
directions of our Lord certainly stood in the forefront 
of tradition, and could not but be received into every 
compilation thereof. 


There now follows the great discourse concerning 
the Baptist (sections 14, 15), occasioned by the ques- 
tion brought by a deputation of St. John’s disciples ; 
to this there is no parallel in St. Mark. The story, 
together with the discourse, is so important, and 
bears at the same time so clearly the stamp of 
genuineness—in the first place because of the candid 
admission of the doubt of St. John; then because our 
Lord’s ministry of healing appears as His characteristic 
work * (thus involving the near approach of the King- 
dom of God); and lastly, because, together with a 
most valuable account of the Baptist, we have here 
from the mouth of our Lord an appreciation of his 
person and mission. Only the words, 6 dé MIKPOTEpos - 

1 The considerations which Wellhausen advances in order to 


prove the probability that the words are to be understood allegori- 
cally, do not seem to me to have much force. 
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év Ty Bacitela Tod Ocot peiCwy avtou éarw, look like 
a hysteron-proteron (from the standpoint of the 
Christian community); whether they are really so 
cannot be ascertained, for we do not know how far 
our Lord went in this direction. In St. Matthew it 
is indeed very probable that Baci\ela Tov Oeov has 
much the same significance as éxxAyola, but can we 
say the same of Q? Now follows the passage with 
the wonderful comparison between children at play 
and the nation which advanced such peevish claims 
upon its leaders. Wellhausen presses the double 7\Oev 
in section 15, and argues: “'The tenses for John and 
Jesus are exactly the same. If then John here be- 
longs to the past, so also does Jesus.” If this kind 
of argument is intended to prove that the discourse 
belongs to a later time than that of our Lord, I do 
not understand it. Our Lord’s ministry had already 
lasted a considerable time, and His life (in contrast 
to that of St. John) was in the full view of the public 
eye. Why then could He not have spoken as He 
speaks here? or, rather, in what other way would 
Wellhausen have Him speak? ‘This discourse also, in 
my opinion, bears both as a whole and in detail the 
stamp of originality. There is nothing that can be 
said against it, except that it may possibly be a hysteron- 
proteron, but that is no objection at all; the less so 
seeing that the words “ idov avOpwiros Payos Kat olvo- 
aotns” do not exactly suggest the prevalence here of 
later tradition. It is also a good sign that nothing 
is recorded concerning the result of the question of 
St. John, so that the Baptist is, as it were, left in a 
state of doubt. 
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It is possible that section 23 (the Woe against the 
cities) now followed in Q. The « Ouvapers at yevomevat 
év juiv” are what make the cities so inexcusable. It 
is the same idea upon which emphasis is laid in the 
answer to St. John in the preceding section (the acts 
of our Lord compel faith; if in spite of these He is 
rejected, the reason can only be hardness of heart); 
also the statement that Tyre and Sidon would have 
repented is to be compared with section 30. We 
thus perceive that these sections are closely bound 
together, so far as their subject-matter is concerned, 
by one and the same idea. 


The following section (25), the great thanksgiving 
to the Father, is at present regarded by many 
critics as altogether secondary, indeed as a Christian 
hymn. I cannot bring myself to agree with them, 
and I am glad to see that Schmiedel also judges 
otherwise (“ Das vierte Evangelium,” 1906, s. 48 ff.). 
As to whether the section is genuine word for word, 
who is there that can assert this and who can prove 
it? But it can be shown that it contains concep- 
tions which fit in with our Lord’s genuine sphere of 
thought. We do not know when it was that these 
words of exulting joy were uttered. They stand 
in sharp contrast to the preceding section. Our 
Lord here thanks the Father that He has never- 
theless met with success—success for His message and 
in His teaching (for “ tavra” can only mean this)— 
and that among the simple folk. The rejection 
on the part of the wise and prudent, and the rejec- 
tion of these prudent ones by our Lord, are traits 
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which are certainly neither unhistorical nor abnormal 
(they find their echo in St. Paul’s first epistle to the 
Corinthians). If, however, “Tatra” signifies « know- 
ledge” or « doctrine,” the meaning also of « TavTa” 
is thus fixed— it signifies, as indeed we see from what 
follows, «the knowledge of God.” Wellhausen is 
correct in saying: “In this context there is no 
reference made to power but to knowledge, to insight 
into divine things, to the true nature of religion. 
All doctrine and all knowledge is with the Jews 
‘ rapadosts, the Tapadocts, however, of Jesus pro- 
ceeds directly from God, not from men.” Our Lord 
here uses the word « Ilarip ”__most probably not 
“marTip jsov”—just as in the introduction « TATED 
Kuple TOU ovpavou kat THs yis.”- The absolute use of 
«the Father, the Son” is likewise found in St. Mark 
(xiii. 32) and is accordingly no sign of the secondary 
character of Q as compared with St. Mark. The 
conclusion: «No man hath knowledge of the Father 
except the Son, and to whomsoever the Son will 
reveal Him,” says nothing about an “eternal” 
relationship between the Father and the Son, but 
simply expresses an historical fact. It does not 
lie beyond the line which is drawn in St. Matt. 
xiii. 16, 17 (Wudv paxapror of opParmol, Ort BrErovew 
KTA.)) in St. Matt. xi. 9-11 (concerning the Baptist), 
and in St. Matt. xii. 38 ff. (a greater than 
Jonah and Solomon). The union in this exultant 
thanksgiving of elements of ecstatic elevation, of 
which individual examples can be found elsewhere, 
is no sign of secondariness—or is Jesus the only one 
to whom we may not ascribe ecstatic utterance such 
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as one expects from every great prophet? The 
saying thus contains nothing that can be objected 
to, and may therefore be used as one of the 
most important sources of our knowledge of the 
personality of our Lord. In St. Mark we find 
parallels to separate traits of the saying, but no 
parallel to the whole; this evangelist with his 
restless and hasty temperament was incapable of 
reproducing such an utterance.! 


The Beelzebub section (29), which is given not 
for the sake of the miracle of healing but of the 
discourse, has a parallel in St. Mark; in St. Matthew 
and St. Luke the Markan text is so intermingled 
with Q that one can only make certain of remnants 
of the latter source.2 There is an inclination to 
discover secondary traits in Q in the clause: apa 
epOacer ep’ uuas 4 Bacttela Tov Oeov, and in the 
saying: 6 wy ov pet’ éuod Kat’ éuov éotiv, Kal 6 
Mn cuvaywv jer’ éuod oxopmiCe, for in the former 
the Kingdom is described as already present; and 
in the latter there is a proclamation of the dogma 
“extra ecclesiam nulla salus,” so that it is less 
original than St. Mark ix. 40 («He who is not 


} For further detail wide Excursus I.—The continuation of 
this saying in St. Matt. (xi. 28-30) is regarded by many critics 
as its real continuation. But if it is so, and if it stood in Q, why 
has St, Luke omitted it? It was just what would have appealed 
to him. Besides, its connection with verses 25-27 is rather super- 
ficial than essential. The question of its genuineness is not 
affected by the decision that it is independent of the preceding 
verses. 

® This is especially so at the beginning. 
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against you is for you”?). But St. Mark also says, 
if indeed only indirectly (iii. 27), that the kingdom 
of Satan is drawing to its close, because the “ strong 
man” is now bound; the direct statement ought 
not to be treated in contrast as a later develop- 
ment of the thought. In regard to the following 
saying, no one has yet thoroughly ascertained its 
connection with its context in St. Matthew and 
St. Luke; it is therefore still less possible to say 
what was intended by the saying in Q. I do not see 
why we must suppose that the saying implies «extra 
ecclesiam nulla salus.” Even if, as, is probable, 
cuvayew and cxopmiCew are to be interpreted in 
accordance with the metaphor of a flock (cvvayeu 
is also used of grain [section 1] in the discourse 
of the Baptist), yet these are well-known prophetic 
termini technici for the leading of Israel to God 
and their alienation from Him, into which we have 
no right without special reasons to read an ecclesias- 
tical significance, even if St. Matthew thus understood 
them. Moreover, our Lord certainly more than 
once spoke of His own cuvayev. We had better 
neglect altogether a comparison of this saying with the 
seemingly contradictory saying of St. Mark ix. 40 
(St. Luke has both sayings); for these sayings occur 
in different contexts and could both of them have 
been quite well spoken by our Lord. If, however, 
it is thought that we must not desert the principle 
of the critical school, which in such cases aims at 
unification, then we may well ask whether the more 
original saying is not the one which is exclusive 


1 According toD. The Greek codices have the first person. 
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and which does not transfer to the disciples the pre- 
rogative of Jesus. Arguments at least can be brought 
forward on either side, hence: “non liquet”! Lastly, 
in the passage which is appended in Q, the ironical 
criticism of the results of exorcisms is so paradoxical, 
so singular, and without all « Gospel” significance, 
that no one will dispute its originality. 

The section concerning the sign of Jonah (30), if 
we only remove the artful interpolation in St. Matthew, 
is of peculiar simplicity and force. ‘This evil and 
adulterous generation must repent, and if in frivolity 
it seeks for signs, it receives only the preacher of re- 
pentance, as did the Ninevites—yet a greater than 
Jonah; nevertheless it abides unrepentant. What 
objection can one wish to make against the genuine- 
ness of this discourse ?+ 

The sections which now follow, 33, 43 (the Woe 
against the Pharisees and the announcement of judg- 
ment upon Jerusalem), 56 (the warning against 
false Messiahs ; the discourse concerning the Parousia), 
58 (Whosoever hath, to him shall be given), 87 (The 
coming of the Son of Man as a thief in the night ; 
the faithful and unfaithful steward), and 59 (The 
disciples will judge the twelve tribes), so far as we 
can judge, formed the conclusion of Q.?2 Section 58 

1 The story of the refusal of the demand for a sign also stands 
in St. Mark (viii. 11 f.), but in an entirely independent form, which 
cannot have been the source of Q. St. Mark says nothing of the 
sign of Jonah in the reply with which the demand was dismissed 
—a trait which with its bitter irony cannot have been invented, 
In St. Matthew it is transformed, because in its summary plainness 
it seemed to the evangelist insufficient and unsuitable. 


2 And also the two parables of the Great Supper and of the 
Talents, if they really stood in Q (vide supra, pp. 119 ff.). 
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is also found in St. Mark (iv. 25). Sections 33, 34, 
have been discussed above (pp. 103 ff., 168 ff). The 
flagrant anachronism, which Wellhausen thinks must 
be accepted in the case of Zacharias, is in all probability 
not to be laid to the charge of Q. Sections 33, 43, 
are already eschatological in character; the same is 
true of 56, 37, 58, 59. The warning against false 
Messiahs in section 56 may be an anachronism; but 
this does not mean that it 7s one. Otherwise they all 
bear the stamp of genuineness, and stand im brilliant 
contrast to the detailed eschatological discourses in St. 
Mark, The promise to the Twelve that they would 
rule Israel after the Parousia, most clearly shows the 
Jewish horizon. Q has transmitted no discourses 
concerning the Passion. 


There now remain only the isolated sayings—26, 
40, 42, 44, 48, 50, 53, 54,55. We can no longer dis- 
cover their position in Q. If in St. Matthew section 
26 stands in place of St. Mark iv. 13 (reproach of 
the disciples), this implies nothing for Q, seeing that 
St. Luke has the saying in a quite different place 
(x. 23°, 24). The saying itself shows no trace of 
later colouring, neither do the three parables of the 
Mustard Seed, the Leaven, and the Lost Sheep in 
sections 40 and 48; they give rather the impression 
of exquisite originality.'"—The saying that the Gentiles 
would sit at meat with the Patriarchs in the Kingdom 


1 Vide Jiilicher “Gleichnisse II.” s. 569 ff., 314 ffi.—The parable 
of the Mustard Seed, which also stands in St. Mark (iv. 30-32), 
is somewhat shorter and more concise in Q than in the second 
gospel. 
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of God, while the sons of the Kingdom would be cast 
out (section 42), presents a thought similar to that of 
the Baptist’s warning. The sympathy with the Gen- 
tiles does not pass beyond the bounds which the 
prophets of the Old Testament had already reached ; 
the figure of the feast is genuinely Jewish—_The 
saying concerning pride (section 44) is also found in 
St. Mark.—The statement concerning the position of 
the Law and the Prophets in the history of religion 
(section 50), and the saying combined with it wherein 
the epoch “from John until now” is marked off, 
arouse the suspicion of later composition; but the 
three stages, “ Prophets, John, Jesus,” are also dis- 
tinguished in section 14, and there the genuineness 
of the distinction can scarcely be disputed. Here 
again we have no means of judging with certainty 
what our Lord could say and could not say, strange 
though this marking off of a period « from the days 
of John until now” may seem (the saying must have 
been spoken after the death of the Baptist, and also 
stands in St. Luke at a very much later point than 
section 14). Besides, it is difficult to ascertain the 
wording and the significance of the saying. Does it 
mean that the Prophets and the Law lasted until 
John, or that they prophesied until John? Has 
“they lasted” the same signification as «they were 
in force,” or as “no more new prophets appeared ” ? 
What is meant by «The Kingdom of God is taken by 
storm” ? and who are those « who take it by storm” ? 
The original character of the expression is a strong 
guarantee for the genuineness of the saying itself. No 
more can be said.—The short saying, «It is necessary 
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that offences come, but woe unto the man through 
whom they come,” is wanting in clearness, because 
we do not know in what context it stood in Q. Is 
Judas referred to (scarcely so), or has the saying a 
general significance >The twofold command in sec- 
tion 54, in which each half is quite independent of 
the other, is an excellent example of the way in which 
St. Matthew has made Q serve ends which are foreign 
to that source. @ said: (1) One ought to correct the 
sinning brother—by this means one may be able to 
save a brother; again, Q taught (2) that one ought 
without limitation to forgive personal injuries at the 
hand of a brother. St. Matthew has here introduced 
the community, and has established a rule of ecclesi- 
astical discipline. Cases of sin, injury, and wrong 
were certainly not of rare occurrence in the circle of 
the disciples, and there is no reason why our Lord 
should not have expressed Himself concerning their 
treatment. Besides, we have instances of the kind in, 
St. Mark.—The last saying which remains is section 
55. St. Mark has also transmitted it (xi. 22, 23): 
exeTe miorw Oeob, aun Aéyw viv, OTe Og ay ely TO 
dpet TOUT" apOnre Kat BAnOnrt eis THY Oadaccay, Kat 
myn dvaxpiOn ev TH Kapdia avTov, GAAa miotedy, Ore 
O Aarei yiverat, éxTa aiTw). No one can ever 
prove that this version of the saying is preferable 
to that of Q (éav exnTe TisTW WS KOKKOY cWaTEWS, 
épeite TH Ope TOUTH* weTaBa evOev éxei, Kat meTaBr}- 
GeTGl). 


This comparison of Q and St. Mark, as well as our 
examination of the subject-matter of Q, have in no 
P 
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instance led us to conclude that Q is dependent upon 
St. Mark, and scarcely ever to acknowledge that Q, 
from the historical point of view, is inferior to St. 
Mark; in several instances, indeed, they have con- 
vinced us of the superiority of the former to the 
latter. There exists, of course, a relationship between 
Q and St. Mark, even a literary relationship, but it 
is confined to only a few sections and is evidently 
indirect—i.e. both have received and delivered some 
tradition in the same fixed form, but as a rule in a 
different translation. The dependence of St. Mark 
upon Q—for if there exists a relationship of direct 
dependence between the two this would be the only 
possible hypothesis—is also difficult to establish; for 
this assumption is nowhere demanded, and the attitude 
of St. Mark towards Q would in this case be almost 
unintelligible. Whether St. Mark had knowledge of 
much that has been taken up into Q, whether, more- 
over, he betrays this knowledge in some passages of 
his work, whether behind St. Mark (and known to 

him) there did not lie compilations of sayings of our | 
Lord that had strong points of similarity with Q, are 
different questions which might well be answered in 
the affirmative; but that this evangelist made use of 

Q, no one will be able to prove. The most striking | 
instance of relationship between the two—the simi- 

larity in the order in the opening sections of each— | 
need not be in any way a literary relationship, as | 
we have already remarked, but is explained from 
the customary order of catechetical instruction in 
the apostolic epoch. The Galilean horizon, within | 
which Q seems to move more exclusively than | 
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St. Mark, must be simply accepted as an historical 
fact.} 


1 This definition of the relationship between Q and St. Mark 
agrees essentially with that of Holtzmann, Wernle, Bousset (in a 
review of Wellhausen’s Hinleitung in the ‘‘ Theol. Rundschau’’), 
and of Jiilicher; but Jiilicher (Hinleitung®, s. 320 ff.) believes 
that he is compelled to make some important concessions to Well- 
hausen’s criticism. He finds that this scholar has shown that it 
is extremely probable that the edition of Q used by St. Matthew and 
St. Luke was posterior in time to St. Mark. In support of this 
theory, he adduces the story of the Temptation, of the centurion 
at Capernaum (healing at a distance, which it is implied pre- 
supposes a more developed craving for the miraculous than the 
simple stories of healing in St. Mark), the “undoubtedly later” 
version in Q of the saying: ‘‘ Whosoever is not with Me, &c.,” also . 
of the saying concerning blasphemy, and of the saying concerning 
light. In these cases, however, he assumes no literary dependence. 
There is, of course, nothing against St. Mark’s having sometimes 
given a tradition in a more original form than Q, but among the 
instances given—they have been already discussed above—I can 
recognise scarcely one of which this is true. The saying concern- 
ing blasphemy in Q, when compared with St. Mark, does not seem 
secondary ; the “light” in Q had no reference to the disciples (this 
reference was first introduced by St. Matthew); whether the two 
sayings, ‘“‘He that is not with Me is against Me,” and ‘‘ He that 
is not against you is for you,” ought to be confronted with one 
another at all is doubtful, and even if they are so confronted, the 
decision as regards priority is uncertain; in other places, at all 
events, the latter trait counts as the more original. The pericope 
concerning the centurion has its point not in the healing at a 
distance but in the faith of the Gentile, and the story of the 
Temptation in St. Mark most probably presupposes a fuller de- 
scription and one which differed from that of Q. Jiilicher then 
(s. 821 f.) proceeds to sketch a conjectural history of the origin 
of Q, in which he holds a development by successive steps as 
probable; at a distinct moment in the history of this development 
the plan of St. Mark is supposed to have influenced Q; on the 
other hand, it seems natural, indeed quite necessary, to explain 
St. Mark’s neglect of so many important discourses of our Lord 
from the circumstance that a compilation of discourses was already 


- in the hands of the faithful. ‘‘ Accordingly Q would be both older 
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Chronological arrangement in detail should not be 
looked for in Q. Except in the introduction and in 
the collection of eschatological discourses at the close, 
the prevailing arrangement is an arrangement accord- 
ing to subject-matter, and probably even this does 
not hold good everywhere. The choice of material 
and its arrangement were determined by the needs of 
Christian teaching—wmore especially of ethical teach- 
ing—though by no means exclusively, for in these 
sayings and discourses the relation of Jesus to all 
powers in heaven and earth comes to expression. 
They are Adyo: Iycov,' which give a clear impression 
of His message in all its manifold aspects. The 
“« duvaues” are presupposed, but not narrated. @Q in 
character occupies the mean position between an 
amorphous collection of sayings of our Lord and the 
definite literary form of the written gospels, and so 
prepared the way for the latter. Q could not have 
and younger than St. Mark; however, the common elements of 
St. Mark and Q are so slight in extent and in importance, that 
it is simply not worth while to take up again and again the hope- 
less task of knitting together a linen and a silken texture—both of 
which indeed are something far more than mere collections of 
separate threads.” I entirely agree with the last remark, also 
with the premise that Q grew by separate stages; but I consider 
it unnecessary to assume that St. Mark influenced Q at a definite 
moment in its development, Absolutely the only evidence for 


this hypothesis is found at the beginning of Q, and this is not 
sufficient. 

1 To characterise Q as a mixture of discourses and narratives 
would be incorrect. Apart from the story of the Temptation, 
which serves as a prelude, in the other six narratives the story 
serves only as an introduction to the discourse, This is especially 
obvious in the story of the centurion, in the Testimony of our 
Lord concerning the Baptist, and in the Beelzebub section. Nor 
is it otherwise with the other three narratives (sections 17, 30, 54), 
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first come into existence after the time that the 
gospel-type—sayings, miracles, and Passion, proof of 
Messiahship—had been created by St. Mark; for Q 
cannot possibly be regarded as a completion of St. 
Mark’s gospel, and the gospel-type, after it had once 
arisen, established itself with sovereign authority (com- 
pare the apocryphal with the canonical gospels). 

An inquiry into the character of the subject-matter 
of Q will confirm this verdict. I shall attempt in 
what follows to summarise the main characteristics 
of the contents of Q. 

The great sermons, which take up so much of the 
space and form the principal part of Q (corresponding 
to St. Matt. v.—vii., x.), comprise directions to the dis- 
ciples (first in presence of the people, then privately). 
Everywhere where the interests of Christological 
apology did not as yet preponderate, the interest in 
the commandments of Jesus stood in the foreground. 
We can see that this is so from the time of St. Paul 
to Justin, but we can trace it still further. Naturally 
the Christians set themselves in the place of the dis- 
ciples, and applied to themselves what was once said 
to these. And yet we find in Q very few traces of 
conscious or unconscious modification of the sayings. 
Ecclesiastical organisation and the Church, as St. 
Matthew knows them, do not appear in Q. The 
sayings apply to the individual even when they are 
addressed to a multitude. The controversy of Chris- 
tianity with Judaism as between two distinct religious 
principles, the opposition of the old and new precepts, 
are wanting; only in reference to divorce does Jesus 
go beyond the Law. Elsewhere it is said that the 
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Law abides so long as heaven and earth remain. 
The Jewish horizon and Jewish sentiment are also 
shown in the fact that the bliss of the Kingdom of 
God is pictured ‘as a sitting at meat with Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob, and in the promise to the apostles 
that they should rule the twelve tribes of Israel. But 
the opposition to the present generation in Israel, to 
the «evil and adulterous generation,” which would 
bend the men of God to its will, and the conflict 
against its spiritual rulers the Pharisees, are nowhere 
more sharply brought out than in this source. The 
children of the Kingdom will be cast out; weeping 
and gnashing of teeth await them; it will be more 
tolerable for Sodom and Gomorrha than for Chorazin, 
Bethsaida, and Capernaum, and a fearful Woe is 
launched against the Pharisees. The expression of 
friendliness towards the Gentiles—who in place of 
the children of the Kingdom will feast with Abraham 
—fits without difficulty into the picture, or rather 
offers no greater difficulty than earlier utterances of 
a similar purport found in the Prophets. The same 
remarks apply to the emphasis laid upon the faith of 
the Gentile centurion. The commandments in detail, 
though they are so different and so manifold, never- 
theless breathe one and the same spirit—a spirit one 
in its austere assertion of the unique claim of good- 
ness, in its recognition of the absolute sovereignty of 
Good—that is, of God—in the heart, a spirit which 
declares itself in humility, in trustful prayer, in love 


1 The Law and the Prophets. The latter stand in the foreground. 
Their lot to suffer persecution is the point upon which our Lord 
lays special stress, wide sections 3, 33, 43. 
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and placability, in the renunciation of earthly rights, 
earthly goods, and earthly cares, and lastly, in the 
readiness to suffer. Neither is there lacking a sense 
of the necessity of repentance; for this is implicit in 
all these commandments (vide supra, pp. 201 f.), and 
is, moreover, strongly emphasised in section 30 (f 
23). Taken as a whole, we have here our Lord’s 
own rule of life and all His promises—a summary of 
genuine ordinances transforming the life, such as is 
not to be found elsewhere in the Gospel. Their 
noblest characteristic is their implicit assumption of 
the self-evidence of their claim, because man belongs 
to God; in this lies the force of their appeal. 

It is not otherwise in the sections belonging to the 
great charge at the sending forth of the disciples. 
The words are austere and stern in tone; scarcely 
ever is the terrifying prospect lightened otherwise 
than by reference to the « World to come,” or by the 
comfort that the foe cannot kill the soul. On earth 
nothing but the fate of the Prophets is to be ex- 
pected. God’s good and gracious will, and His 
providentia circa minimum, is recognisable only when 
all is over; until then He never makes up His 
account; yet He gives “good things” to those who 
ask Him for them, and He knows the needs of His 
children. 

In these discourses and sayings the term “the 
Kingdom of God” is of frequent occurrence. It 
is regarded as belonging to the future in section 12 
(Not all that say Lord, Lord, shall enter into the 
Kingdom of God), in section 16 (Proclaim that the 


1 Q and St. Mark agree in this characteristic. 
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Kingdom of God is nigh at hand), in section 42 
(Gentiles will sit down with Abraham in the King- 
dom of God; but the children of the Kingdom 
will be cast out), also in section 33 (Ye shut the 
Kingdom of God: ye yourselves enter not in, and 
ye prevent others from entering),' and in 35 (Seek 
ye after the Kingdom of God, and all these things 
will be [there] given to you). But in the four 
remaining passages it is otherwise. In section 29 
it is said that the deliverance from the power of 
the evil spirits implies that the Kingdom of God 
had already come among the people. In_ the 
parables of the Mustard Seed and the Leaven 
(section 40) it is represented as a growing power, 
an influence gradually leavening mankind, and this 
conception makes it possible to regard the new 
epoch which dawned with the active ministry of 
our Lord, succeeding the mission of the Baptist, 
as already the epoch of the Kingdom (as if present ; 
sections 14, 50). This conception has nothing to 
do with that of the «Church.” Whatever the 
words: 7 BaciWrela Tov Oeot BiaCerat, Kat of Biacrat 
dapraCovrw avriv may mean, they certainly do not 
sound ecclesiastical. If, however, any one finds it 
impossible to accept the antinomy “the Kingdom 
is future and yet present,” argument with him is 
useless. ‘lhe sovereignty of the eschatological point 
of view is not impaired by this antinomy—only this 
sovereignty must not be sought for exclusively in 
that dramatic eschatology to which Q also bears 
testimony, with the result that the message of Jesus 


? The eschatological sense is not certain here. 
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is stunted in the interest of a meagre and inferior 
unity. Behind and above the dramatic eschatology 
stands the “eschatology” that God is guided by 
Justice in His rewards and punishments, and that 
His will is expressed in the moral law, to which man 
must offer himself a living sacrifice. 

The proof that Q is essentially a homogeneous 
and an ancient source, is ultimately based upon the 
nature of its description of the personality of our 
Lord. Here the following observations may be 
made :-— 

(1) As has already been noticed above (pp. 170 f.) 
@ omits any reference to the Passion. Even if 
the probable object of the compilation—namely, to 
record the “ Adyor rod xupiov "Inood, obs éXadyoev 
dtdackwy”—be kept well in view, this is still an 
extraordinary circumstance. However, this extra- 
ordinary circumstance is a fact from which we cannot 
escape, and it proves at all events that we have to 
do with a very ancient compilation." 


1 A sceptic acquainted with the comparative history of religions 
will perhaps find even more here. He will argue as follows: The 
most ancient source which we possess for the life of Jesus knows 
nothing of His death upon the cross. This is the more strange 
in that we have here no amorphous collection of sayings, but one 
which begins with stories telling us of a consecration to Messiah- 
ship and of a Messianic temptation successfully withstood, If 

this source had an historical introduction, it must also have 
possessed an historical conclusion—z.e, it must have given a 
narrative of the Passion—if this really happened. Seeing that no 
such narrative is given, the Passion did not really take place. 
This doubt receives confirmation when it is once considered that 
the Passion (and that indeed as a death upon the cross) is bound 
up closely with the Resurrection, and together with it formed in 
certain circles a constant element in the history of the Christ (long 
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(2) In close connection with what has just been 
said comes the observation that Q has no interest 
in Christological apologetics such as would explain 
the choice, the arrangement, and the colouring of 
the discourses and sayings it contains. In_ this 
Q shows itself absolutely different from St. Mark, 
St. Matthew, and St. John. St. Luke here stands 
nearest to Q; but this gospel cannot well be com- 
pared with Q, because its chief interest, the de- 
scription of the supernatural mission of healing, 
is quite wanting in Q (though it evidently forms 
the background here). All that is Christological 
in Q, after the Messiahship (Divine Sonship) of 


before the time of Jesus); and when it is further considered that 
the Resurrection and all that is connected with it is absolutely 
untrustworthy, and is simply the result of the projection of dogma 
into the realm of history, and when, lastly, it is remembered how 
uncertain, how mysterious and questionable are all the announce- 
ments of the Passion in the gospels, and how uncertain and full of 
discrepancies is the narrative of the Passion itself. If all these cir- 
cumstances are taken into account, we only adopt half measures in 
claiming from the ideal story of the Christ only the element of the 
Passion for the historical Jesus, while rejecting the rest. We must 
rather make a clean sweep of everything, obliterating also the 
clause “crucified under Pontius Pilate.’ The proof that our most 
ancient source knows nothing of the Passion, imprints the seal of 
truth upon our critical operation, From Q we can only conclude 
that Jesus suddenly vanished in a more or less mysterious way. 
This indeed is hinted at by the words of Q (St. Matt. xxiii. 39), 
“Ye shall not sce Me henceforth until ye shall say, Blessed is He 
that cometh in the name of the Lord.” I regard it as quite 
possible that we shall very soon have to listen to this or to similar 
absurdities. The beginning is already made. In fact, there are 
far too many possible explanations of this remarkable limitation 
of Q, and above all, our knowledge of Q and of its conclusion is 
far too uncertain to allow of the building up a critical theory ee | 
such a foundation, 
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our Lord has been established in the introduction 
(the stories of [the Baptism and] the Temptation), 
is only implicit, receiving its determination from 
the introduction (with the exception of section 25 
and the Announcement of the Second Coming). 
This of itself is a proof that the compilation in Q 
was mtended solely for the Christian community and 
was addressed to those who did not require the assurance 
that their Teacher was also the Son of God. Of course 
the apologetic epoch of Christian doctrinal tradition 
dated from the first origin of the Christian com- 
munity, but there is no need to assume that 
apologetical interests affected the details of that 
tradition from the very beginning. ‘This indeed 
is just what is shown in Q. 

(3) But although Q was not compiled in the 
interests of Christological apologetics, it is never- 
theless rich in discourses and sayings in which 
special prominence is given and special attention 
is drawn to the personality of Jesus. The following 
sections are to the point: 1, 2, 12, 13-15, 17, 18, 
(19), 22-26, 29, 30, 31, 34%, 34, 37, 38, 43, 45, 46, 
50, 56, 59. What do we learn from these ? 

After St. John had drawn attention to the One 
coming after him who was greater than he, and 
had described him as one who would appear with 
the fire of judgment (in complete agreement with 
the eschatological phase of the Messianic expecta- 
tion), Q then probably proceeded to narrate the 
baptism of our Lord, together with the descent 
of the Spirit and the voice from heaven, by which 
He was marked off as the Son of God (the Messiah) 
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in the sense of Ps. ii. 7% The use here made of 
the word from the Psalm excludes all ideas of 
pre-existence and of a miraculous birth. Q then 
goes on to describe how the Son of God (the Messiah) 
at once approved Himself as such by standing the 
test of temptation by Satan. The temptations are 
Messianic—ze. our Lord is tempted to use His 
miraculous power to break through the limitations 
imposed upon Him, the Messiah, to test Him; to 
win for Himself acceptance by working a miracle 
of display in reliance upon the angelic help that 
had been promised Him; to submit Himself to 
Satan in order that at one stroke He might become 
Lord of the earth. He resists all these temptations. 
Now begin the Adyor ’Incot, the question of Christo- 
logical apologetics is answered and done with. 

In the Sermon on the Mount, which as a whole 
lies above the level of a prophetic manifesto, the 
personality of our Lord comes into prominence at 
two points. He describes His teaching as the 
light which ought to be set on the candlestick that 
it may give light to all (section 31), and it is by 
the obedience to His commandments, which is treated 
as the same thing as doing the will of the Father, that 

* In section 6 we read, “That ye may be children of your 
Father,” and “Be ye merciful as your Father” ; in section 25, 
God is four times called simply the Father, or ‘‘ Father, Lord of 
heaven and earth” (as compared with “the Son”), in section 27 
the disciples are instructed to address God in prayer as “Father” 3 
in 28 we read, “How much more will the Father (6 é€ ovpavod) give 
good things,” and in 35, ‘Your Father knoweth that ye have need 
of all these things.” ‘My Father” is thus only found in the 


above passage (12), but it must be remembered that the text is 
doubtful here. 
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it is decided whether a man is building his house 
on a rock or on sand; the mere saying « Lord, Lord,” 
is worthless (12). 

The story of the Centurion which now follows (13) 
is intended to give an instance not so much of the 
miraculous power of our Lord as of the faith of 
the Gentile; it only shows us implicitly that 
wondrous forces stood at His command. Jesus 
claims absolute faith and finds it—not in Israel, 
but among the Gentiles. If this story, and this 
story alone, broke the context of the sayings which 
stand in St. Matt. v.—vii. and viii—x., it accordingly 
gains extraordinary significance, but this significance 
is not Christological. 

In the charge to the disciples, and in the two 
sections which precede it (17 and 18), the special 
significance of the personality of our Lord is stated 
again only indirectly but the more impressively. 
Now is the field ripe unto harvest (18), but the 
labourers are few; to be a labourer means to follow 
Jesus wherever He goes, even to the extreme point 
of destitution, and to follow Him renouncing all 
earlier relationships, even that to one’s own father 
(17); for «I am come not to bring peace, but the 
sword, and to set nearest relations at variance with 

1 Notice that the saying: ‘“ Foxes have holes, &c.,” says nothing 
of the following even unto death, but only unto the bitterest 
poverty. What a sign of genuineness! In section 46 however 
it is otherwise ; there the bearing of the cross is demanded as the 
necessary form of discipleship. It is, as already noticed, the only 
passage \in which the death upon the cross is referred to in Q. As 


has been shown, it is not certain whether “I send you as sheep 
into the midst of wolves,” and ‘“‘ He that receiveth you, receiveth 


Me, &c.,” stood in Q. 
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another” (38 and 45). Jesus must be confessed 
before men; for only those that make such a 
confession will be acknowledged by Him at the 
Judgment before the Angels (34°). Capernaum 
is “lifted up to Heaven” by our Lord’s ministry 
in that city, Chorazin and Bethsaida have seen 
mighty works such as had been wrought in no 
other city—with the result that the judgment upon 
their unbelief would be only the more terrible. 


With Jesus begins a new epoch—He is the touch- 
stone, the sign of final decision and Judgment 


for all. 

In these sayings, besides the mention of the 
Messianic acknowledgment at the Judgment, we find 
the expression “Son of Man” used three times (hig 
34% >);1 while it occurs four times elsewhere in Q 
(15, 30, 37, 56)—« The Son of Man hath not where 


to lay His head,” «The Son of Man will acknowledge | 


those who confess Him,” «A word said against the | 
Son of Man will be forgiven,” «The Son of Man | 
came eating and drinking,” « As Jonah was to the | 
Ninevites, so is the Son of Man become a sign to this | 
generation,” “The Son of Man cometh at an hour | 
when ye expect Him not,” « As the days of Noah, | 
so also will be the coming of the Son of Man.” 
Three of these sayings are eschatological in char- | 
acter ; but the four others seem to deprive this cir- 
cumstance of its significance. We must acknowledge 


that in Q the phrase has become simply a-term which | 


our Lord ordinarily used when speaking of Himself, 
Seeing that Q pays no regard to chronology, this. 


1 Yet it is doubtful in section 34, 
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source is not suitable as an authority upon which to 
base investigations as to the period at which our Lord 
began so to describe Himself. Such investigations 
can only be based upon the Gospel of St. Mark. Q, 
however, gives some help in that we learn from this 
source how completely and quickly the consciousness, 
that there was once a time when our Lord did not so 
name Himself, had vanished from tradition. There 
can scarcely be any doubt as to the sense of the 
expression in. If in Q the only historical passages 
—historical, that is, in the narrower sense of the 
word—-are the narratives of the testimony of the 
Baptist to the coming Messiah (of the Baptism), and 
of the Messianic temptation, and if then abruptly 
and repeatedly the expression “the Son of Man” 
crops up in the collection of sayings, it necessarily 
follows that in Q the term can mean nothing else 
than «the Messiah.” ? 

The compiler of Q, when he himself speaks, never 
uses the term; he speaks simply of Jesus (not 6 
KUptos) or of «6 Xpirrds.” The latter term is used 
in the introduction to the sections concerning the 
Baptist (14, 15, 50). The references to the person- 
ality of our Lord in this discourse, and in the great 
thanksgiving to the Father, are the most important 
in the whole collection of sayings. Our Lord here 


1 Tam still of the opinion that it is very probable that also in 
the mouth of Jesus it never had any other meaning.—Of course 
one cannot be sure that Jesus always called Himself Son of Man 
in those passages where Q makes Him thus speak of Himself. 
It is, for example, more than doubtful that Jesus used the expres- 
sion in section 15, when before in the same discourse (section 14) 
He had plainly enough avoided any Messianic self-designation. 
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appeals to His works (as in section 23 to His duvapers). 
These are the works of Messiah; but the open de- 
claration “I am the Messiah” is avoided. ‘To these 
works belong also the “arTwxot evayyeAtCovra,” and 
it is this which is either exclusively or principally 
referred to in the Beatitude «“ paxapids éotw Os dv wy 
oxavoadicOy év éuol,” which in Q must naturally be 
understood in a Messianic sense. In the following 
passage the high appreciation of the Baptist, who is 
represented as surpassing all the prophets, is ulti- 
mately based not upon the real greatness of the man 
himself but upon his office as forerunner; this again 
gives indirect expression to the Messiahship of Jesus, 
which is fully disclosed in the sentence that the least 
in the Kingdom of God is greater than John. 
Accordingly, the simple contrasting phrases: «The 
Baptist came ”—«'The Son of Man came,” cannot be 
understood as implying equality in the contrasted 
subjects in a passage whose genuineness is guaranteed 
by the unique information it affords us: «The Son _ 
of Man came eating and drinking, and they say, 
Behold a man _ gluttonous and a _ winebibber, a 
friend of publicans and sinners!” This definition | 
of the significance of the Baptist, in contrast to the 
prophets on the one hand, and to our Lord on the 
other hand, removes all cause for hesitation in accept- | 
ing the genuineness of the saying that the Prophets 
and the Law lasted until John. 

It is said—I return yet again to the historical 
question (vide supra, pp. 216 f.)—that this whole. 
discourse is the product of a later time. Who) 
indeed would defend the exact verbal accuracy of | 





if 
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such a discourse! But, on the other hand, we must 
bear in mind that in Q it stands in the midst of a 
context whose interest is purely ethical, and that Q’s 
aims are not those of apologetical Christology. We 
must further remember that it is purely a petitio 
principit to assume that our Lord could not Himself 
have spoken concerning matters which also in after 
times claimed men’s attention and were the subject 
of their discussion. Why could He not have given 
expression to His views concerning the Baptist just 
as we read in Q, seeing that the context (St. Matt. 
xi. 4-6 and xi. 16-19) is as trustworthy as it is 
possible to imagine it to be? Must we not, indeed, 
confess that He was simply compelled to express 
Himself concerning the Baptist, and that there is 
nothing extraordinary in the fact that He on the one 
hand subordinated St. John to Himself, and on the 
other ranked him above the Prophets? Nothing else, 
however, nothing more of essential importance, is said 
about him, with the exception of the scarcely genuine 
amo TOTe ws dort. That in the background of the 
whole discourse there lies the presupposition «I am 
He,” affords no ground for suspicion; if so, one must 
draw the pen through the whole content of the gospels. 

The following pericope (section 25), to which sec- 
tion 26 perhaps belongs, has been already discussed 
above from the Christological standpoint (pp. 218 ff.). 
It forms the climax of our Lord’s self-revelation, and 
yet it does not assert more than that He had been 
permitted to bring to the simple ones the knowledge 
of God—that knowledge which He alone as the Son 
(the Messiah) was the first to receive, and which He 

rr) 
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was now revealing to whomsoever He willed. The 
saying in which the disciples are pronounced blessed 
because they see and hear what all the Prophets 
(and kings) had desired in vain to see and hear, 
once again brings to light the final and absolute 
character of this knowledge of God, and at the same 
time testifies to the fact that our Lord (vide the 
preceding paragraph) really did reflect upon the re- 
lationship of the past and the present—not only in 
reference to the Law but also to the Prophets. 

This also appears in the Beelzebub section (29) ; 
for if in our Lord’s exorcism of devils through the 
power of the Spirit of God, the Kingdom of God had 
already appeared upon earth, then it followed that a 
new epoch had dawned, the epoch, namely, of Messiah. | 
He needs not to give Himself this name, nor does He 
assume it—the facts speak for themselves. Here again 
He is proclaimed to be the sign of decision and of 
judgment for all (vide supra, p. 238) in the words: 
«“ He that is not with Me is against Me.” It is the 
same thought which is expressed in the next section 
(30) in the words: « As Jonah was to the Ninevites, 
so am I also to this generation” 1—the preacher of; 
repentance—but the preacher who is greater than| 
Jonah, and the king who is wiser than Solomon. The 
thought of the Second Coming is first touched upon} 
in the concluding sections, and with it is combined 
the revelation of the Messiahship; this is found im 

1 The seeming discrepancy that also in Q our Lord points te 
His duvduers and épya, and yet declares that no sign should bq 
given to this generation, is no discrepancy at all. He will no} 


have wonders and signs wrung from Him by this generation any 
more than by Satan. 
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section 43: ov uy me Wyte am’ dpti ews dv En Ore) 
elrnte* evAoynpevos 6 épxduevos ev dvdmart kupiou, in 
section 37 where it lies at the foundation of the 
whole section, and in section 56 where it likewise 
dominates every sentence. In the first section the 
destruction of Jerusalem (of the Temple?) is also 
foretold, but only in words quoted from a more 
ancient prophecy. In the second section the thought 
of the Second Coming is employed to enforce the 
need of watchfulness, of preparedness, of conscientious 
faithfulness; in the third section a description is 
given of the state of the world at the Second Coming 
—just as it was in the days of Noah—and of the 
awful suddenness and unexpectedness of that coming ; 
a warning is also given against false Messiahs. Per- 
haps the last saying that stood in Q is section 59: 
«Ye, that follow Me, shall sit upon twelve thrones, 
judging the twelve tribes of Israel.” This saying 
affords us the strongest imaginable testimony that Q 
is dominated by the belief in the Messiahship of 
Jesus; the fact of the Messiahship is proved in the 
introduction, it is presupposed as self-evident from 
beginning to end of the work, and in the eschato- 
logical discourses it is revealed by Jesus Himself. 

The “Christology” of the source, as the compiler 
understood it, presents a perfectly simple and con- 
sistent picture The compiler of Q could not 


1 Only in section 10 does our Lord describe Himself (indirectly) 
as teacher and His disciples as pupils; nevertheless this relation- 
ship is implicitly presupposed also in other places, The existence 
of this relationship, side by side with that of the Messiah to His 
subjects, presented no problem to the compiler, who simply 
subordinated one to the other. The Messiah who brought the 
revelation of the knowledge of God could only reveal by teaching. 
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imagine otherwise than that Jesus was the Messiah, 
consecrated as Son of God at the Baptism; all the 
sayings of his compilation, therefore, stand out against 
this background. Jf, however, we think away the mtro- 
duction, the resultant picture is essentially different. 
We now have before us a compilation of sayings in 
which the speaker is a teacher, a prophet, one who is 
more than a prophet—the final decisive Messenger of 
God ; but so surely as He demands unconditional 
obedience to His commands, in which the Will of God 
is expressed, and calls upon men to follow Him, so 
little does He do this with the expressed self-witness : 
«I am the Messiah.” Rather He points simply to 
His miracles and His works (in so far as He does not 
count upon the self-evidence of His commands in 
their appeal to the hearts of His hearers). If one 
therefore neglects the term “Son of Man ”—which 
was certainly used by our Lord, though we cannot be 
sure that it is genuine in any particular saying— 
Jesus first asserts His claim to the Messiahship in the 
sayings at the close of the source, but only in connec- 
tion with and under the imagery of the Second Coming ; 
He who already in His present state of existence is 
more than a prophet and greater than John, He who 
is the Son, will be the coming King and Judge. 
Critical investigation of the accounts in St. Mark 
seems to compel us to the conclusion that our Lord 
during the first and longest period of His ministry 
did not speak of Himself as the Messiah (because He 
at first neither regarded Himself as Messiah, nor 
indeed could so regard Himself) and even rejected 
the title of Messiahship when it was applied to 
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Himself, but that, on the other hand, He was pos- 
sessed by the strongest conviction that as a messenger 
of God He was entrusted with a mission of decisive 
import, and that He knew God as none other knew 
Him—a conviction to which He again and again gave 
expression ; and that at a later period after He had 
accepted at Caesarea Philippi the confession of the 
disciples: «Thou art the Messiah ”—+.e. « Thou wilt 
be He” +—He from henceforth (though indeed still 
with reserve until the entry into Jerusalem) called 
Himself the Son of Man, and with growing con- 
fidence proclaimed His Parousia, %.e. His Messiahship. 
There is nothing in the compilation of discourses in 
Q, if only we neglect the introduction, which can be 
alleged to be discrepant with this picture of gradual 
development. We cannot, it must also be acknow- 
ledged, derive from Q certain testimony to the detailed 
accuracy of this picture, because Q pays such slight 
regard to chronology; nevertheless Q also bears wit- 
ness to the main position, in that in the sayings 
collected in Q the Messiahship is only clearly ex- 
pressed under the form of the Parousia,? and in that in 

1 The absence of this important passage in Q suggests that we 
should not exaggerate its importance. Besides, the question of 


St. John, together with the answer of our Lord in Q, can be 
regarded as a parallel to the passage in question. 

2 The great thanksgiving to the Father could be in point of 
time posterior to St. Mark viii. 27 ff., but this hypothesis is not 
necessary. With the most careful and reverent application of 
psychological methods, it is obvious that our Lord’s consciousness 
of Sonship must have preceded in time His consciousness of 
Messiahship, must indeed have formed a stepping-stone to the 
latter. In spite of all that has been deduced from the apocalyptic 
and dogmatic Messianic conceptions of the times, we must assert 
that the consciousness of Divine Sonship and of Messiahship could 
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these sayings our Lord claims faith not because He is 
the present Messiah—this is unthinkable—but because 
He works the works of God and proclaims His com- 
mandments. 


VII.— CONCLUSION 
THE ORIGIN AND THE HISTORICAL VALUE OF Q@ 


If we consider Q apart from its introduction 
(sections 1 and 2), we see at once that we are dealing 
with a document of the highest antiquity—there 
is here no need of proof; but even if we take into 
our view Q together with the introduction, there 
is little difference in the final verdict. The idea 
that Jesus was endowed with the Messiahship at 
the Baptism had, as St. Mark shows, already taken 
form in the apostolic age and in the circle of the 
immediate disciples—how early we do not know. _ An 
idea so impressive and so incapable of proof or of 
disproof could have taken form and have established 
itself in the Christian community at a very early 
date. The view indeed which preceded it, according 
to which Jesus was declared by God to be the 
Messiah by means of an act of glorification, is an 
idea which had already completely lost its signi- 
ficance for St. Mark, while St. Matthew and 


not have existed together from the beginning ; for the conscious- 
ness of Messiahship never meant anything else for our Lord than 
a consciousness of what He was about to become. In His soul the 
consciousness of what He was must haye come first, and only when 
this had attained to the height of consciousness of Sonship could 
the tremendous leap be taken to the consciousness of Messiahship, 
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St. Luke knew no more of it than what they read 
in St. Mark. Further, the fact that our Lord 
throughout the principal part of His ministry had 
not represented Himself as being the future, and 
still less the present, Messiah, was afterwards found 
to be no difficulty at all. The disciples needed 
only to say to themselves: “We did not under- 
stand Him,” and this is just what they did say. 
The cases of discrepancy and confusion which we 
find in their own and their disciples’ reproduction 
of particular stories and discourses, and which have 
led to the adoption of such strange subterfuges 
and harmonising hypotheses in the interpretation 
of the Markan accounts, did not exist for those 
who were provided with this refugiwm ignorantie. 
St. Mark indeed knows as little of a development 
in our Lord’s consciousness as Q; he also, like Q, 
places the revelation of the Divine Sonship (the 
Messiahship) at the beginning of our Lord’s active 
ministry, and it is only because of the careless 
and naive fashion in which one may say he has 
gathered together and heaped up his materials— 
in strange contrast with the energy with which he 
follows his main purpose and finds it vouched for in 
the most discrepant narratives—that we (against the 
will and intention of St. Mark) receive any hint of 
stages of development in the ministry of our Lord. 


Q, a compilation of sayings originally written 
in Aramaic (vide Wellhausen, Nestle, and others), 


1 These show us, however, the relative faithfulness of their 
record, 
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belongs to the apostolic epoch. This is shown by 
its form and contents, nor can I discern any reasons 
for a contrary opinion; in particular, the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem is not here presupposed as having 
already occurred.1 It is, moreover, more ancient 
than St. Mark. The influence of “ Paulinism” which 
és so strong in St. Mark is entirely wanting, and 
accordingly the main theme of St. Mark—that Jesus, 
His death and resurrection, form the content of His 
own gospel—is not to be found in Q.2 It is evident 
that Q was composed in Palestine—its Jewish and 
Palestinian horizon is quite obvious. St. Mark, 
however, wrote his gospel in Rome. No proof 
can be given of any literary relationship between 
the two works. This is an indication that we 
must not set @ too early; for it Q had been 
already long in circulation it is incomprehen- 
sible that St. Mark neither knew it nor used it, 
even though he wrote at a place far distant from 
Palestine. 

Is Q of apostolic origin? I can make no 
new contribution towards settling this question. 
That Papias (like Eusebius) in the well-known 
passage (Kuseb., « Hist. Eccl.,” iii. 39) means our St. 
Matthew, is very probable; whether, however, the 
Presbyter meant this St. Matthew, is doubtful. 
Seeing that our St. Matthew cannot have been 


1 Moreover even in passages peculiar to St, Matthew sayings 
occur which must have taken form before the destruction of 
Jerusalem, 

* There is surely no need for me to notice the theory that Q 
was intended as a complement to the Gospel of St. Mark, who 
had gathered together all the tradition within his reach, 
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composed by an Apostle, and that the tradition: 
Mar@aios ‘EBpaid. SiarexTw TA Aoyia ouveraéaro, 
already dates from about a.p. 100, there is a strong 
balance of probability that Q is a work of St. 
Matthew; but more cannot be said. It is useless 
to discuss the historical and psychological question 
whether one of the Twelve could have composed 
such a compilation as Q; convincing reasons either 
for or against cannot be discovered. From the 
so-called charge to the Apostles we can only con- 
clude that behind the written record there stands 
the memory of an apostolic listener. But who- 
ever the author, or rather the redactor, of Q may 
have been, he was a man deserving of the highest 
respect. To his reverence and faithfulness, to his 
simple-minded common-sense, we owe this priceless 
compilation of the sayings of Jesus. 

Our knowledge of the teaching and the history 
of our Lord, in their main features at least, thus 
depends upon two authorities independent of one 
another, yet composed at nearly the same time. 
Where they agree their testimony is strong, and 
they agree often and on important points... On 
the rock of their united testimony the assault of 
destructive critical views, however necessary these 
are to easily self-satisfied research, will ever be 
shattered to pieces. 

And yet again how different are these two sources! 
On the one hand St. Mark—wherein page by page 
the student is reduced to despair by the incon- 


1 Compare especially the historical background and the historical 
references in numerous sayings in Q. 
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sistencies, the discrepancies, and the incredibilities of 
the narrative—and yet without this gospel we should 
be deprived of every thread of consistent and concrete 
historical information concerning the life of Jesus; 
and on the other hand, this compilation of sayings, 
which alone affords us a really exact and profound 
conception of the teaching of Jesus, and is free 
from bias, apologetic or otherwise, and yet gives 
us no history. In St. Mark an almost complete 
inability to distinguish between what is primary or 
secondary, between what is trustworthy or question- 
able, an apologetic which grasps at all within its 
reach, to which everything is welcome and right— 
and yet at the same time a feeling for detail and 
for life, and even where this feeling is not present, 
the actual preservation of these traits; in Q, on the 
other hand, a many-sidedness in reference to that 
which is the most important, which quite com- 
pensates us for the want of “history.” 

Which is the more valuable? Eighteen centuries 
of Christianity have answered this question, and 
their answer is true. The portrait of Jesus as given 
m the sayings of Q has remained in the foreground. 
The attempts which have been made to replace it by 
that of St. Mark have met with no success; they will 
lead ever and again into the abyss of confusion, they 
will come to nought through their own inconsistency. 
The collection of sayings and St. Mark must remain in 
power, but the former takes precedence. Above all, the 
tendency to exaggerate the apocalyptic and eschato- 


1 This is so even with the sketch of the personality of our Lord 
drawn by Wellhausen in his History of Israel. 
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logical element in our Lord’s message, and to sub- 
ordinate to this the purely religious and ethical 
elements, will ever find its refutation in Q. This 
source is the authority for that which formed the 
central theme of the message of our Lord—that is, 
the revelation of the knowledge of God, and the 
moral call to repent and to believe, to renounce 
the world and to gain heaven—this and nothing 
else. 

We cannot tell how long this compilation remained 
in existence. Its traces in St. Clement of Rome and 
in writers after his time are not certain. It found 
its grave in the gospels of St. Matthew and St. Luke, 
and probably elsewhere in some apocryphal gospels. 
St. Mark alone could not have supplanted it; but 
the narrative type of gospel, which was created by 
the second evangelist and which answered to the 
needs of catechetical apologetics, no longer allowed 
the separate existence of a compilation of sayings. 
The final blow to the independent existence of Q was 
dealt when it was incorporated in the gospels of St. 
Luke and St. Matthew. In St. Luke it exists, split 
up and dispersed throughout the gospel in sub- 
servience to the historical narrative; in St. Matthew 
it was treated in more conservative spirit, though in 
some important passages it has suffered more from 
revision and shows clearer traces of the particular 
bias of the evangelist. In most skilful fashion—often 
only by means of an accent or by an arrangement of 
the context which seems quite insignificant—the first 
evangelist has made this compilation of discourses 
subservient to his own special interest in the Christian 
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community and its organisation, while St. Luke, who 
has much more frequently altered the wording of his 
source, has nevertheless kept so closely to it in 
essential points that its original character is more 
clearly perceived in his reproduction. 


APPENDIX TO CHAPTER II 


TRANSLATION OF Q 
a 
« 2 e e ° J 


(When John saw many [or: the multitudes] coming 
to baptism, he said to them): Ye offspring of vipers, 
who warned you to flee from the wrath to come? 
Bring forth therefore fruit worthy of repentance ; 
and think not [begin not] to say within yourselves: 
We have Abraham for our father; for I say unto 
you that God is able of these stones to raise up 
children to Abraham. Already the axe is laid to 
the root of the trees; every tree therefore that 
bringeth not forth good fruit is hewn down and 
cast into the fire. I indeed baptize you with water 
unto repentance; but he that cometh after me is 
mightier than I, whose shoes I am not worthy to 
bear, he will baptize you with (the [Holy] Spirit and) 
with fire. Whose fan is in his hand, and he will 
thoroughly purge his threshing-floor and will gather 

1 The numbers are those of the Greek text on pp. 127-146. Aline 
of dots preceding a passage shows that its original position in Q is 
uncertain, All that is otherwise uncertain is placed in brackets. 
In general, it must be remembered that in the case of quite short 
sayings, whose position in Q is doubtful, there is also a doubt 
whether they belong to Q at all. Such are found in 16, 19, 24, 
26-28, 31, 32, 35, 36, 39-42, 44, pee 
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his wheat into the barn, but the chaff he will burn up 
with fire unquenchable. 


(The baptism of Jesus, together with the descent of 
the Spirit and the voice from heaven.) 


2. 


Jesus was led up by the Spirit into the wilderness 
to be tempted by the devil, and when he had fasted- 
forty days and forty nights he afterwards hungered, 
and the tempter said to him: If thou art the Son of 
God, command that these stones become bread, and - 
he answered: It is written, Man shall not live by bread 
alone. ‘Then he taketh him with him to Jerusalem 
and set him on the pinnacle of the temple and saith 
to him: If thou art the Son of God, cast thyself down ; 
for it is written, He shall give his angels charge con- 
cerning thee, and im their hands they shall bear thee up 
lest haply thow dash thy foot against a stone. Jesus 
said to him: Again it is written, Thou shalt not tempt 
the Lord thy God. Again he taketh him with him to 
an exceeding high mountain and sheweth him all the 
kingdoms of the world and the glory of them, and 
said to him: All these will I give thee if thou wilt 
worship me. And Jesus saith to him: It is written, 
Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God and him only shait 
thou serve. And the devil leaveth him. 


8, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 9, 27, 28, 31, 32, 35, 36, 
39, 41, 47, 49, 51, 52. 


(He taught his disciples in the presence of the 
multitude as follows) ses 
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Blessed are the poor, for theirs is the kingdom of 
God ; 

Blessed are they that mourn, for they shall be 
comforted ; 

Blessed are they that hunger, for they shall be 
filled ; 

Blessed are ye, when they shall revile you and per- 
secute you and say all manner of evil against you 
falsely ; rejoice and be exceeding glad, for great is 
your reward in heaven; for so persecuted they the 
prophets which were before you. 


Whosoever smiteth thee on the (thy right) cheek 
turn to him the other also, and if any man would go 
to law with thee and take away thy coat let him have 
thy cloke also. 


Give to him that asketh thee, and from him that 
would borrow from thee turn not away. 


I say unto you: Love your enemies and pray for 
your persecutors, that ye may become the sons of your 
Father, for he maketh his sun to rise upon the evil 
and the good (and sendeth rain on the just and the 
unjust). For if ye love those which love you, what 
reward have ye? Do not even the publicans the 
same? And if ye salute your brethren only, what 
do ye more than others? Do not even the Gentiles 
the same? Ye shall therefore be merciful as your 
Father is merciful. 


All things whatsoever ye would that men should 
do unto you, even so do ye also unto them. 
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Judge not, that ye be not judged. For with what 
judgment ye judge, ye shall be judged; and with 
what measure ye mete, it shall be measured to you. 
But why beholdest thou the mote that is in thy 
brother’s eye, but perceivest not the beam that is _ 
in thine own eye? Or how wilt thou say to thy 
brother: Let be, I will cast out the mote from thine 
eye, and the beam is in thine own eye? ‘Thou 
hypocrite, cast out first the beam from thine own 
eye, and then shalt thou see clearly to cast out the 
mote from thy brother’s eye. 


The tree is known from the fruit. Do they gather 
grapes from thorns or figs from thistles? Even so 
every good tree bringeth forth excellent fruit, but 
the corrupt tree bringeth forth bad fruit. A good 
tree cannot bear bad fruit, neither can a corrupt tree 
bring forth excellent fruit. 


(Not everyone that saith unto me: Lord, Lord! 
shall enter into the kingdom of God, but he that 
doeth the will of my Father.) Everyone therefore 
that heareth these my words and doeth them, I will 
shew you to whom he is like. He is like (or in place 
of the last twelve words: He shall be likened) to a 
man who built his house upon the rock. And the 
rain came down, and the floods arose, and the 
winds blew and beat upon that house, and it fell 
not; for it had been founded upon the rock. And 
everyone that heareth these my words and doeth 
them not, shall be likened to a man who built his 
house upon the sand. And the rain came down, 
and the floods arose, and the winds blew and smote 
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upon that house, and it fell, and great was the fall 
thereof. 


If the blind lead the blind, both shall fall into the 
ditch. 


(Father, give us this day our bread for the coming 
day, and remit us our debts, as we also have remitted 
to our debtors, and lead us not into temptation.) 


Ask, and it shall be given you; seek, and ye shall 
find; knock, and it shall be opened to you. For 
everyone that asketh receiveth, and he that seeketh 
findeth, and to him that knocketh it shall be opened. 
Or what man is there of you, of whom his son shall 
ask bread, will he give him a stone? Or if he shall 
ask for a fish, will he give him a serpent? If then 
ye being evil know how to give good things (gifts) to 
your children, how much more will the Father from 
heaven give good things to those who ask him. 


Men do not light a lamp and place it under a 
bushel, but upon a lamp-stand, and it giveth light to 
all that are in the house. 


The light of the body is the (thine) eye; if then 
thine eye be single, thy whole body shall be full of 
light ; but if thine eye be evil, thy whole body shall 

RB 
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be darkened. If therefore the light which is in thee 
be darkness, how great will the darkness [scd. in the 
whole outlook of the soul] then be! 


Wherefore I say unto you: Be not anxious for 
your life, what ye shall eat; nor for your body, what 
ye shall put on. Is not the life more than meat and 
the body than raiment? Look at the ravens (or: 
the birds of the heaven), they sow not, neither reap 
nor gather into barns, and God feedeth them. Are 
ye not much better than they? Which of you by 
being anxious can add one cubit to his stature; and 
why are ye anxious about raiment? Consider the 
lilies, how they grow! ‘They toil not, neither do 
they spin; but I say unto you, even Solomon in all 
his glory was not arrayed as one of these. If then’ 
in the field God so clothe the grass which is to-day,, 
and to-morrow is cast into the oven, will he not much| 
more you, O ye of little faith? Therefore be not| 
anxious, saying: What shall we eat? or What shall 
we drink? or Wherewithal shall we be clothed? 
For after all these things do the nations (of the 
world) seek; for your Father knoweth that ye have) 
need of all these things. But seek ye his kingdom, 
and all these things shall be added unto you. | 





Lay not up for yourselves treasures upon earth} 
where moth and rust doth consume, and where thieve 
break through and steal: but lay up for yourselve 
treasures in heaven, where neither moth nor rust dot 
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consume, and where thieves do not break through nor 
steal; for where thy (your) treasure is, there will thy 
(your) heart be also. 


Agree with thine adversary quickly, whilst thou 
art in the way with him; lest the adversary deliver 
thee to the judge and the judge to the officer, and 
thou be cast into prison. (Verily) I say unto thee, 
thou shalt by no means come out thence, till thou 
hast paid the last farthing. 


Enter in by the narrow gate; for wide (is the gate) 
and broad is the way that leadeth to destruction, and 
many there be that enter by it. Because narrow is 
the gate and straitened the way that leadeth to life, 
and few there be that find it. 


Ye are the salt (of the land); if however the salt 
have lost its savour, wherewith shall it be salted ? 
It is thenceforth good for nothing but to be cast out 
and trodden under foot by men. 


No one can serve two masters, for either he will 
hate the one and love the other, or he will hold to 
the one and despise the other. Ye cannot serve God 
and mammon. 


(Verily I say unto you): Until heaven and earth 
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pass away, one iota or one tittle shall not pass away 
from the law. 


(I say unto you): Everyone who divorceth his wife 
maketh her an adulteress, and whosoever marrieth her 
that is divorced committeth adultery. 


(After he had spoken these words), he entered 
“into Capernaum, and a centurion came to him 
beseeching him and saying: Lord, my servant lieth | 
in the house sick of the palsy, grievously tormented. | 
He saith to him: I will come and heal him. But | 
the centurion answered and said: Lord, I am not 
worthy that thou shouldest enter beneath my roof; 
but only say the word and my servant shall be | 
healed. For I also am a man under authority, 
having soldiers under me, and I say to this one: 
Go, and he goeth; and to another: Come, and 
he cometh; and to my slave: Do this, and he. 
doeth it. When Jesus heard he marvelled and _ 
said to those that followed: (Verily) I say unto you, | 
Not even in Israel have I found such faith. (And | 
Jesus said to the centurion: [Go thy way] as thou 
hast believed, be it done unto thee. And the’ 
servant was healed in that very hour.) | 









17, 18, 16, 20, 21, 22, 19, 342, 34>, 38, 45, 
46, 57, 10, 24. | 
(One said to him): I will follow thee whithere| 


soever thou goest; and Jesus saith to him: Foxes| 
have holes, and the birds of the heaven have nests; 
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but the Son of man hath not where to lay his 
head. Another said to him: Suffer me first to 
go away and bury my father; but he saith to 
him: Follow me, and let the dead bury their own 
dead. 


He saith to them (or: to his disciples): The 
harvest is great but the labourers are few; pray 
therefore the Lord of the harvest that he send 
forth labourers into his harvest. 


Go and preach, saying, that the kingdom of God 
is at hand. 


(Carry no purse, no scrip, no shoes, and greet no 
one by the way). . . . When however ye enter 
into a house, salute it; and if the house is worthy, 
let your peace come upon it; but if it be not 
worthy, let your peace return to you again. 


(Abide in the same house, and eat and drink 
what they give you); for the labourer is worthy 
of his meat. 


(. . . Into whatsoever city ye enter and they 
receive you, eat that which is set before you and 
say to them: The kingdom of God is at hand. 
But into whatsoever city ye enter and they receive 
you not, go out into its streets and say: Even the 
dust of your city which cleaveth to our feet do 
we shake off and leave it to you). (Verily) I say 
unto you: It will be more tolerable for the land 
of Sodom and Gomorrha (or in place of the last 
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six words: Sodom) in that day (or: in the day 
of judgment) than for that city. 


Behold I send you forth as sheep in the midst 
of wolves. 


Nothing is secret which shall not be revealed, 
and hidden which shall not be made known. What 
I say unto you in darkness speak forth in the light ; 
and what ye hear in the ear publish upon the house- 
tops. And be not afraid of those that kill the 
body but cannot kill the soul; but rather be 
afraid of him who is able to destroy both soul 
and body in Gehenna. Are not two (five) sparrows 
sold for one farthing (two farthings)? And not 
one of them shall fall to the earth without God. 
But the very hairs of your head are all numbered, 
Be not (therefore) afraid, ye are of much more value 
than sparrows. Everyone therefore who shall con- | 
fess me before men, him will the Son of man (or: Ee 
also confess before the angels of God; but whoso- 
ever shall deny me before men, him will I also deny — 
before the angels of God. | 


. . And whosoever shall speak a word against | 
the Son of man, it shall be forgiven him; but | 
whosoever shall speak (a word) against the Holy | 
Spirit, it shall not be forgiven him. 


Think ye that I came to send peace on the earth? 
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I came not to send peace, but a sword. For I 
came to set a man at variance against his father, and 
the daughter against her mother, and the daughter- 
in-law against her mother-in-law. (And a man’s 
foes are those of his own household.) 


(He that loveth father or mother more than me, 
is not worthy of me; and he that loveth son and 
daughter more than me, is not worthy of me.) 


Whosoever doth not take his cross and follow 
after me is not worthy of me. 


He that findeth his life shall lose it, and he that 
loseth his life shall find it. 


The disciple is not above his master, neither the 
servant above his lord. It is sufficient for the 
disciple that he become as his master, and the 
servant as his lord. 


(Whosoever receiveth you receiveth me, and who- 
soever receiveth me receiveth him that sent me.) 


14, 50, 15. 


But when John heard in the prison the works of 
the Christ, he sent by his disciples and said unto him : 
Art thou he that cometh, or do we look for another ? 
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And he answered and said unto them: Go tell John 
what ye hear and see, the blind receive their sight, 
the lame walk, the lepers are cleansed, and the deaf 
hear, and the dead are raised up, and the poor have | 
good tidings preached to them; and blessed is he 
whosoever shall find no cause of stumbling in me. 
And as these were on their way, he began to speak 
to the multitudes concerning John: What went ye 
out into the wilderness to behold? A reed shaken 
by the wind? But what went ye out to see? A 
man clothed in soft raiment? Behold they that 
wear soft raiment are in kings’ houses! But why 
went ye out? To see a prophet? Yea, I say unto 
you, and more than a prophet! This is he of whom 
it is written: Behold I send my angel before thy face, 
who shall prepare thy way before thee. (Verily) I say 
unto you, there hath not risen among those born 
of women a greater than John (the Baptist); but 
he that is least in the kingdom of God is greater 
than he... . 


The prophets and the law were until John; from 
then until now the kingdom of God suffereth violence, 
and the violent take it by force (or: From the days 
of John until now the kingdom of God, &c.; for all 
the prophets and the law prophesied until John). ... 


To what shall I liken this generation (and to what 
is it like)? It is like unto children sitting in the 
market-places, which cry unto their fellows, saying : 
We piped unto you, and ye danced not; we mourned 
unto you, and ye beat not the breast. For John 
came neither eating nor drinking, and they say: He 
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hath a devil! The Son of man came eating and 
drinking, and they say, Behold a man gluttonous 
and a winebibber, a friend of publicans and sinners! 
And wisdom is justified of her children. 


23. 


Woe unto thee, Chorazin! woe unto thee, Beth- 
saida! For if the mighty works which were done in 
you had been done in Tyre and Sidon, they would 
long ago have repented in sackcloth and ashes. Yet 
(I say unto you) it will be more tolerable for Tyre 
and Sidon (in the day of judgment, or: in the judg- 
ment) than for you. And thou Capernaum shalt 
thou have been exalted to heaven? ‘To hell thou 
shalt be cast down ! 


25. 


At that time he said: I thank thee, Father, Lord 
of heaven and earth, that thou didst hide these 
things from the wise and prudent, and didst reveal 
them unto babes; yea [I thank thee] Father, for so it 
seemed good in thy sight. All [all knowledge] has 
been delivered to me by my Father, and no one hath 
known (the Son except the Father, neither hath any 
one known) the Father except the Son, and he to 
whomsoever the Son willeth to reveal him. 


26. 


Blessed are your eyes, for they see, and (your) ears, 
for they hear; (for verily) I say unto you that many 
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prophets (and kings) desired to see the things which 
ye see and have not seen them, and to hear the things 
which ye hear and have not heard them. 


29. 


(He healed) a dumb man possessed with a devil, 
(so that) the dumb spake and the multitudes (all) 
marvelled . . . every kingdom which is divided 
against itself cometh to desolation .. . and if I by 
Beelzebub cast out devils, by whom do your sons cast 
them out? therefore they shall be your judges. But 
if I by the Spirit of God cast out devils, then indeed 
is the kingdom of God come upon you. . . . He that 
is not with me is against me, and he that gathereth 
not with me scattereth. . . . Whenever the unclean 
spirit is gone out of a man he passeth through dry 
places seeking rest and findeth it not, (then) he saith : 
I will return unto mine house whence I came out; 
and when he is come he findeth it empty (and) swept 
and garnished. ‘Then he goeth and taketh to him 
seven spirits more evil than himself, and they enter 
in and dwell there, and the last state of that man 
becometh worse than the first. 


30. 


(They said): We would see from thee a sign. But 
he said: An evil and adulterous generation seeketh 
after a sign, and a sign shall not be given to it except 
the sign of Jonah. For as Jonah became a sign to 
the Ninevites, so shall also the Son of man be to this 
generation. ‘The men of Nineveh shall stand up in 
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the judgment against this generation, and shall con- 
demn it, because they repented at the preaching of 
Jonah, and behold here is more than Jonah. 'The 
queen of the south shall stand up in the judgment 
against this generation and shall condemn it, because 
she came from the ends of the earth to hear the 
wisdom of Solomon, and behold here is more than 
Solomon. 


40. 


Unto what is the kingdom of God like? and to 
what shall I liken it? It is like unto a grain of 
mustard seed which a man took and sowed in his 
field, and it grew and becometh a tree, and the birds 
of the heaven nested in its branches. 

(And again he said): ‘To what shall I liken the 
kingdom of God? It is like unto leaven which a 
woman took and hid in three measures of meal until 
the whole was leavened. 


44. 


He that exalteth himself shall be abased, and he 
that humbleth himself shall be exalted. 


42, 


I say unto you: They shall come from the east 
and from the west, and shall sit at meat with Abra- 
ham and Isaac and Jacob in the kingdom of God; 
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but the sons of the kingdom shall be cast out; there 
shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth. 


48. 


What think ye? If a man have an hundred sheep, 
and one of them has strayed, will he not leave the 
ninety and nine upon the mountains, and having set 
out doth he not seek that which is strayed? And if 
he happeneth to find it, (verily) I say unto you that 
he rejoiceth over it more than over the ninety and 
nine which had not strayed. 


53. 


. ° . e e 


It is necessary that occasions of stumbling should 
come, yet Woe unto the man through whom the 
occasion of stumbling cometh. 


54. 


If thy brother sinneth, rebuke him; if he hear 
thee, thou hast gained thy brother... . If my 
brother sinneth against me, how oft shall I forgive 
him? Until seven times? Jesus saith unto him: I 
say unto thee, not until seven times, but until seventy 
times seven. = 


55. 
If ye have faith so great as a grain of mustard 


seed, ye shall say to this mountain: Be removed from 
hence thither, and it shall be removed. 
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33, 43. 
. . . They bind together heavy burdens and lay 


them upon men’s shoulders, and they themselves will 
not touch them with a finger. 

Woe unto you, Pharisees! for ye shut the king- 
dom of God before men; for ye yourselves enter not 
in, nor even do ye suffer them that are entering in to 
enter. 

Woe unto you, Pharisees! for ye tithe mint, anise, 
and cummin, and neglect the weightier matters of the 
law, judgment and mercy. 

. . . Now ye Pharisees, ye cleanse the outside of 
the cup and platter, but within they are full of extor- 
tion and excess. 

Woe unto you, for ye are as tombs which appear 
not, and the men that walk over them know it not. 

(Woe unto you, Pharisees! for ye are like unto 
tombs that have been whitened which outwardly 
indeed appear beautiful, but within are full of dead 
men’s bones and all uncleanness.) 

Woe unto you! For ye build the tombs of the 
prophets and say: If we had been in the days of 
our fathers we would not have been partakers with 
them in the blood of the prophets. So that ye 
bear witness against yourselves that ye are sons 
of those who slew the prophets (now fulfil the 
measure of your fathers)! 

Wherefore also the Wisdom of God said: J send 
to you prophets and wise men and scribes; some of them 
ye will slay and persecute; that there may come upon 


you all the blood shed upon the earth from the blood of 
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Abel to the blood of Zacharias, whom ye slew between 
the temple and the altar. Verily I say unto you, All 
these thing's will come upon this generation. O Jerusalem! 
Jerusalem! which killeth the prophets and stoneth those 
that are sent to her! How often would I have gathered 
thy children together, even as a hen ( gathereth) her 
chickens under her wings, and ye would not. Behold 
your house is left unto you desolate. (For) I say unto 
you: Ye shall not see me from henceforth until 
(it shall come when) ye say: Blessed is he that 
cometh in the name of the Lord. 


56.° 


If then they say to you: Lo! he is in the desert! 
Go ye not forth. Lo! he is in the secret chambers! 
Believe it not. For as the lightning cometh forth 
from the east and is seen even unto the west, so 
shall be the coming of the Son of man. Where- 
soever the carcase is, there will the eagles be 
gathered together. 

As were the days of Noah, so shall be the coming 
of the Son of man. For as in the days before 
the flood they were eating and drinking, marrying 
and giving in marriage, until the day that Noah 
entered into the ark, and they knew not until 
the flood came and took them all away, so shall 
be the coming of the Son of man. There shall 
be two in the field, one is taken and one is left; 
two women shall be grinding at the mill, one is 
taken and one is left. 
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37. 


But know this, that if the master of the house 
knew in what watch the thief would come, he would 
have watched and would not have suffered his house 
to have been broken through. (Wherefore be ye 
also ready, for at an hour that ye think not the 
Son of man cometh.) Who then is the faithful 
and wise servant whom his lord hath set over his 
household to give them their meat in due season ? 
Blessed is that servant whom his lord when he 
cometh shall find so doing. Verily I say unto you, 
that he shall set him over all that he hath. But 
if that (evil) servant shall say in his heart: My 
lord tarrieth, and shall begin to smite his fellow 
servants, and shall eat and drink with the drunken, 
the lord of that servant shall come in a day when 
he expecteth not, and in an hour when he knoweth 
not, and shall cut him asunder and appoint his 
portion with the hypocrites. 


58. 


To him (to everyone) that hath it shall be given, 
and he shall have abundance; but from him that hath 
not, even that which he hath shall be taken away. 


59. 
Ye who follow me... shall sit upon twelve 
thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Israel.t 


1 Perhaps the parables of the Great Supper and the Talents 
stood in Q (vide supra, pp. 119 ff.) 
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EXCURSUS I 


Ow THE Sayines in Str, Mart. xi. 25-27 (Sr. Luxe 
x. 21, 22) anp Sr. Marr. xi. 28, 29. 


THE peculiar contents of these sayings justifies us 
in subjecting their text, the most ancient history of 
their tradition, and their significance, to a minute 
examination. ‘This is the more necessary in that 
in the last years it has been asserted with increas- 
ing confidence that these sayings are not genuine. 
This question cannot be brought nearer to its solu- 
tion without the closest investigation. The exegesis 
of these passages, which had come to a standstill, 
has been set in motion again by the researches of 
Schmiedel and Wellhausen, which afford us most 
valuable hints.} 


1 Of. Credner, ‘‘ Beitrige z. Hinl. i. d. bibl. Schriften,” 18325 i 
s. 248 ff. ; Semisch, ‘‘ Die apostolischen Denkwiirdigkeiten des M. 
Justin,” 1848, s. 364 ff.; Hilgenfeld, ‘‘ Kritische Unters. iiber die 
Evv. Justins usw.” 1850, s. 201 ff.; Volckmar, “Das Ev. Marcions 
1852,” s. 75 ff.; Westcott, «Canon of N. T.4, "1875, p. 183 #,s 
«« Supernatural Religion,” i. p, 401 ff. ; E. Abbot, “The Author. 
ship of the Fourth Gospel, ” 1880, p. 91 @ ; Zahn, ‘Tatian,” 1881, 
s. 148 f.; ‘‘ Kanonsgesch.” i. s. 555 f. ; : Bousset, se Evangelienzitate 
Justins a Me USO cess lOO tins Resets “Texte u. Unters.,’’ Bd. 
10, 2, 1895, s. 196 ff.; H. Hela “Lehrb. d. NTlichen Theol, be 
i. 1897, s. 272 ff. ; H. Holtzmann, ‘‘ Die Synoptiker,” 3. Aufi., 1901, 
s. 238. ff. ; Wellhadsen, “‘Matth.,” 1904; Schmiedel, “Das 4, 
Wranceliaiar? 1906, s. 48 f.; the editions of St. Matthew and St. 
Luke by Blass. The verses ee treated as a hymn by Brandt (‘ Ey, 
Geschichte,” 1893, s. 562, 576 f£.), Pfleiderer (‘‘ Urchristentum,” 
1902, i.? s. 435 £., 576, 667 ff.), Loisy, and others, 
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If we in the first place confine ourselves to ascer- 
taining the text of the sayings according to the Greek 
manuscripts, there is scarcely any doubt as to the result 


we arrive at. 


St. Matthew. 

|, E€ouoroyoiuai Tol, 
marep, Kupte Tou ovpavod 
Kal THs vis ort expupas 
TaUTa ard copay Kat 
ouver ov Kat crexddupas 
aura varios, val, 0 TarHp, 
Ort ovTws edoKia é eyéveTo 
eum poo bev cov. 

mayra Mot a peodOny 
v0 TOU maT pos (100), Kal 
oudels € emuyiusbocet TOV vioy 
el un O TATHP, Ode TOV 


? , 9 
TaTépa TY ETLYLVWTKEL él 


N A er Se Lo. , 
i 6 vlog Kal @ éav BovAy- 
e es 9 , 
Tal O vlos amtoxaduvyat. 


fou om. &.* 


The first saying runs as follows :— 


St. Luke. 

, E&ouohoyoiuat col, 
maTep, Kdpte TOU ovpavod 
kal THs Vis Ort deréxcpurfpas 
TAUTG aro copay Kat 
ouveT ov Kat dmenddvysas 
ara vyrious. va, 0 TAT; 
OTL OvTWS éyévero evdokia 
eum poo Bev cou. 

mavra How mrapedoOy 
v0 TOU Tar pos [mou], Kal 
ovdels _yrsaret Tis €oTW O 
vios él Ma O TAT HPs Kat Tis 
corw 0 Tarp el uy O vios 
kat ® dv BovAnrat 6 vids 
droxadtyrau. 


mateo om. EY — eido- 
kla éyevero offerunt multi 
et boni testes — mapedoOn 
fot nonnulli Codd.; ox 
mapadédorat KII — azo 
pro v0 D — pov om. D 
— Tis cor 0 Tari aan 
Tis eat o vids U and one 
cursive. 
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We accordingly see that St. Matthew and St. Luke 
must have used the same source, namely Q, in a similar 
recension and translation. The text in St. Matthew, 
in the two places where it differs from that of St. 
Luke, seems to be preferable, for it is the simpler 
(epupas>arrékpurpas, émiywooket TOV TaTépa >yw- 
woKel Tis eoTW O TAT)» 

Also the introduction to the saying shows a 
common source. 

St. Matthew: "Ey éketvy re Kkaip@ amokpibels o 
’Inoovs eirev* 

St. Luke: "Ey airy ty dpa jyadd\acaTo TH 
TveyMaTL TH ay Kal el7ev* 

Here also it is certain that St. Matthew is to be 
preferred; for (€v) avty ty pa is a favourite ex- 
pression with St. Luke (seven times), and is intended 
to be more exact than éy ékelvp 7@ xarpo, though it 
is true that the latter phrase is found again twice in | 
St. Matthew. Likewise jyad\tacaro (ayaAXaors) a 
of frequent occurrence in St. Luke (seven times in the 
gospel and the Acts, once in St. Matthew); lastly, | 
the addition of “To mvevuari To ayiw” is genuinely | 
Lukan. The original therefore ran: « At this time} 
Jesus answered and said.” But the situation pre- 
supposed is different in St. Matthew and St. Luke. 
In the former the thanksgiving stands in contrast} 
with the denunciation of Chorazin, Bethsaida, and} 
Capernaum: Jesus had, after all, found souls sym-) 
pathetic to His teaching, and for this He offers 
thanks to the Father. In St. Luke also the de-) 







1 evdoxla eyévero éumpoobév cov is a peculiarly obvious Hebraism 
éEouohoyoumat co also is poor Greek, 
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nunciation of the Galilean cities comes indeed shortly 
before (x. 12-15); but in between, this evangelist 
inserts the record which the disciples returning from 
their mission give concerning their success, “ar con- 
nects with this the thanksgiving of our Lord. 


St. Matthew connects the second saying with the 
first, so that we must suppose that he regarded it as 
the continuation of the first saying. It is wanting 
in St. Luke. According to the Greek manuscripts 
it runs as follows :— 


_ LAetre pds we raves 
Ol KOTLOYTES Kal mepoptia- 
, 2 A x , 
Méevol, KayHW avaTravow 
UL. apare TOV Cuydv 
jzov ep’ vpas Kau pabere 
[ax emo], or T pails eiut 
Kal TaTrELVvOs TH Kapoia, kat 
ev piireTe dvarravew Tas 
uyais v UL@V. o yep Cuyds 
pov Xpnoros Kat TO op- 

TLOV [LOU éedappor é €OTL. 


TEPOPTLT ML eorTeé D 
(Ital. Vulg.) — am’ éuov 
om. &.* 


Both sayings—the second in higher degree — 
have a poetical rhythm, and in their construction 
remind us of the poetical form of sayings in the 
‘Psalms and Prophets ; but from this point of view 
they are not unique among the sayings of our Lord— 
indeed, not a few sayings have a similar form. 
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II 


Is the form that has been arrived at above really 
the most ancient attainable form of the two sayings, 
so that we may at once proceed to exegesis? In the 
case of the second saying, and of the first half of the 
first saying, the question is to be answered in the 
affirmative—the second saying in the earliest times 
was much less often quoted than one might expect— 
but not in the case of the second half of the first 
saying; here we are rather led by indirect tradition 
(partly also by the Versions) to an older form of text, 
whether it be an older form of the text of St. Matthew 
and St. Luke or a form which is independent of them. 
We are here in the fortunate position of knowing the 
wording of the saying (the whole or some portion 
of it) as it was read by Marcion, by the Marcosians, 
by Justin, Tatian, Irenzeus, Tertullian, Hippolytus, 
Clement of Alexandria, Origen, the Clementine 
Homilies, and by Eusebius. We have in addition 
the ancient versions. ' 

We shall first consider the first half of the saying, | 
and shall begin with Marcion. Here we have certain} 
knowledge that we have before us in the main, not} 
extra-canonical tradition, but the text of St. Luke;| 
though it is true we also know that Marcion has| 
altered many passages in accordance with his own| 
peculiar tendency. Marcion read (according to Tert. 
iv. 25, supported in important points by Epiphanius) : 
evxaptoT® (cot Epiph.) («at eLouoroyodua, Tert.), 
Kuple TOU ovpavov, drt dmep iv kpurta gopois Ka 
cuvETois, amexadupas vyrriows. val, o TaTHp, STL ovTWS 
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éyévero ed0okia gumpoobev cov [the last six words are 
not directly attested for Marcion, but follow from the 
vat 6 matno which Epiphanius gives, and from the 
silence of both authorities as to alterations at this 
point]. Marcion’s text differs from the canonical 
(1) in the addition of evxapicra kai, (2) in the 
absence of warep, (3) in the absence of kal ris yiis, 
(4) in reading dep jv xpvmra (hence cai and ara 
must also have been wanting). Numbers (3) and (4) 
are alterations due to tendency; for the God of 
Marcion must not be “Lord of the earth,” neither 
did He hide the true saving knowledge, but it lay 
hid of itself. On the other hand, (1) and (2) cannot 
be explained as due to the teaching of Marcion. 

Of these four variants the first (evyapiorTe, but with- 
out éFouoroyovua) is found once in Epiph. Her. 
40, '7, and perhaps also in Tatian, but never elsewhere. 
In Tatian, however, the word is doubtful. Ephraem 
writes (“Evang. Concord.,” p. 116, Meesinger): 
«“Gratias ago tibi, pater ccelestis—in Greco dicit: 
Gratias ago tibi, deus pater, domine cceli et terre.” 
In respect to the first word Ephraem therefore noticed 
no difference of text. The reading evyapicr@ could 
easily have arisen, because e£ouoAoyouuat was not very 
intelligible—indeed because it seemed even objection- 
able. Evxyapicr® was a word that naturally sug- 
gested itself and took its place, as in Epiphanius. 
Cf. Orig., « De. Orat.,” 5: To “ &Eouodoyovua” toov 
éotl to “edxapicTt@.” The second variant (om. 
matep) is also found in the canonical Lukan text in 
F” (vide supra); rarep is also wanting in Clem Hom. 
xviii. 15; the text there (Simon Magus speaks) is, 
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however, a mixture of the canonical text and that of 
Marcion (vide mfra), so that it cannot count as an 
independent witness. The omission in F" is pro- 
bably only accidental!—it is wonderful that in the 
MSS. TATED has not more frequently fallen out before 
KUPLEs thus Marcion stands alone with his omission. 
We can scarcely assign any weight to it. The third 
variant (om. 77 ys) is found also in Tatian, who 
besides omits xvpre (this very xépte—but not rie yiis 
—is also wanting in Clem. Hom. viii. 6, where St. 
Peter speaks). The absence of rig ys in Tatian is 
not accidental; he has substituted the usual expression 
“mateo ovpane”—for this was his version—for the 
fuller but rarer phrase. There can be no connection 
here either with Marcion or with Clem. Hom. viii. 6, 
where the absence of «vpce is probably only a mistake. 
Thus Marcion’s xvpie Tob odpavod may be regarded as 
due to tendency, while Tatian’s arep ovpawe may be 
described as nothing more than a gloss.2. The fourth 
variant is also found in Clem. Hom. xviii. 15; Simon 
Magus quotes dep Av KpuTTa copois, amrexadupas 
aura xrd., and in the context is therefore corrected by 
St. Peter. Elsewhere in the Homilies Simon Magus 
adduces elements characteristic of Marcion; he here 
quotes according to the text of Marcion. 


* It ought not to be asserted that mdrep is wanting in “a” 
(Vercell.), since at this place a small gap (an undecipherable 
passage?) occurs in “a.” [This gap occurs only in St. Luke; in 
St. Matthew, according to Belsheim, ‘“‘a” reads “pater.” Note by 
Translator. ] 

* It is possible that Tatian, whose system required a distinction 
to be made between God and a Demiurgus, changed mdrep, KUPLE Te 
ovp. Ky T. y. into mdrep ovpdvie, 
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The other variants in the first half of the saying 
are as follows :— 


éEopororyijrouat: the Marcosians in Iren. i. 20, 3 
(perhaps in accordance with Sirach li. 1; of no im- 
portance).! 


domine pater: c.e.f.ff.2 i. (of no importance, be- 
cause the transposition was one that easily suggested 
itself). 


deus pater domine: the reading which, accord- 
ing to Ephraem (/.c.), was offered by the Greek; but 
this is most improbable, seeing that none of the 
manuscripts that have come down to us present this 
reading. Yet in Clement of Alexandria (“ Peed.” 1. 
6, 32) we read: TATEPs 0 Oeos Tod ovpavov Kal TIS 
yiis, but this is probably only a free quotation.” 


ovpavev kat ys: Epiph. Jc. rijs vig Kal TeV 
ovpavey :° the Marcosians (in Epiph. the plural is 
probably an oversight, but scarcely so with the 
Marcosians). 


ravta: wanting among the Marcosians, but only in 
the Greek text (of no importance) ; L. reads aura. 


kal cuverov +: wanting in Syr. Sin. (but only in the 
text of St. Matthew), in “e” and in Clem. Hom. 


1 The Latin translation reads : ‘‘ Confiteor.” 

2 “ardrep kip’ was also understood as an Hendiaduoin; thus 
the heathen in “ Macarius Magnus,” iv, 7, writes: dr. odpavod Kat 
vas marhp cory 6 Obs, b1d Tod viod dmoroynrat, ‘Ildrep Kvpie Tob 
obpavod Kal ris ys” héyorros. 

3 So in the Latin text; the Greek has the usual order. 

4° Amd cwerav Kat copay: D. amd sopay kal dvvardy: 1* (both 


of no importance), 
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(Sts) ; but in Clem. Hom. viii. 6 a peo Burépwy + stands 
in its place, and in both places in Clem. Hom. the 
word OyAaCovew occurs with vyrlots, so that the text 
ran: gcopav mperBurépwy . . . vnriots OndaCovow. 
The omission of “ «at cvverév” is explained from the 
circumstance that the following parallel clause has only 
one substantive; it is thus due to reflection. This 
omission is presupposed by the reading of the Clemen- 
tine Homilies; it was felt that in gopol . . . wprtot 
the contrast was not striking enough, and therefore 
mpeoBurepor was (in a truly mechanical fashion) added 
to codpoi, so as to make the contrast exact; then it 
was felt that a second word was required with mzuo1, 
and so @y\aQovres was chosen (from St. Matt. xxi. 
16).* We therefore learn nothing here in regard to 
the original text. The formal incongruence only goes 
to prove that this original text really read gTopev Kat 
CUVETOV . . . VNTloLS. 


avra: wanting in Tatian (of no importance). 


ovd, 6 raTnp wou: the Marcosians in Irenseus (ova 
is found again in the New Testament in St. Mark xy. 
29); they also omit the following ofrws, reading rt 
éumpoobéy cou evdoxia wor [wanting in the Latin] 
éyévero. In spite of these differences we may not 
assume a translation-variant in this verse, seeing that 
the Marcosians also had evdoxéa. We cannot tell how 


* Only one manuscript prefixes xal. 

* It is noteworthy that the heathen in ‘“ Macarius Magnus” 
(iv. 9) quotes first in exact accordance with St. Matthew: “at 
drexddvpas adrd vnrtos,” but then continues: ef amd rap copav 
KékputTas Ta avorhpia, vylos d€ Kat Onrafoucvos exxéxurat 
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these readings arose, but as they are quite isolated we 
can scarcely assign any weight to them. 


yeyovey (for éyévero): only Epiph. Her. 65, 6 
(of no importance). 


Result: The first half of the first saying is trans- 
mitted by St. Matthew (and St. Luke) in its most ancient 
attamable form, also the address: TATED, KUpLe TOU 
ovpavod Kal Tis vis, is most probably more ancient 
than all other variants. 


Again the introduction to the second half of the 
first saying presents a few variants. It is of im- 
portance that both Justin (Dial. 100) and Hippolytus 
(c. Noét. 6) give rapadédora for mapedd0n,' ‘This 
variant lies in a direction which we shall notice 
later on ; 2 aims at translating an historical action into 
the sphere of the timeless and transcendental. For so 
(rod warpos) D (in St. Luke) reads ad, Hippolytus 
mapa (this is unimportant). Again, while « nou” after 
Tov 7atpos is wanting in only one of the uncials of 
St. Matthew and St. Luke (and besides in one cursive 
of St. Matthew), it is, on the other hand, wanting in 
quotations by Marcion, Justin, the Marcosians (Latin), 
Hilary, and Victorinus. In the versions it is also want- 
ing in Syr.Mer of St. Matthew, and in a.c.L.Syr.*™- 
of St. Luke. Hence it follows with great probability 
that this word was originally wanting in St. Matthew 
and St. Luke, but was inserted in the text already 
at a very early date. Here again the motive of 
insertion may well have been similar to that of 

1 80 also Codd, KII, the cursives 60, 254, p%r, ws°r, and three 
Colbertine MSS. (all only in St, Luke). 
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the variant rapadédora, which however has not made 
its way into the MSS. that have come down to us. 

In the remaining part of the saying two main 
streams of tradition may be distinguished, according 
as: (1) either the aorist éyyw or the present ywocket 
(érvywooker or oidev) is used, and (2) either «to 
know the Father” or “to know the Son” stands 
first. Differences, moreover, occur in the last clause 
(kat @ dy BovAnra KTX.).1 TIrenzeus already noticed 
the first point. He asserts that the aorist evo 
was an heretical forgery, vide iv. 1: « Nemo cognoscit 
Jilum nisi pater, neque patrem quis cognosit nisi fils, 
et cur voluerit filtus revelare. sic et Matthzus posuit 
et Lucas similiter et Marcus idem ipsum ;? Johannes 


1 The remaining variants in this verse are not of much import: 
ance. Instead of xal ovdels... ode... 71s (St. Matthew, so also 
Iren. iv. 6, 1; Clem. Hom. xviii. 13 [bis], the disciple of 
Marcion in Adamant.), or kal oddels .. . xal (St. Luke, and besides, 
e.g. the Marcosians in Irenzeus, i. 20, 3; Marcion in Tertullian, 
Epiph.), we also find :— 

ore Tis... ol?’ af Tus (Kuseb. *‘ Hist. Eccl.,”’ i. 2); and, moreover, 
in the first clause— 

pnoels (Clem., ‘* Strom.,” v. 84; Euseb., ‘“ De Eccl. Theol.,” i. 12, 
Euseb., ‘‘ Eclog.,” i. 12) ; or 

ovdels ydp (e.g. “Clem., Strom.,” vii, 109 ; Euseb., ‘* De Eccl. Theol.,” 
i. 15, 16); and in the second clause— 

ovdé [without 71s] (Justin [ter]; Marcion in Irenzus, iv. 6, 1; 
Irenzeus [07s], Clem. Alex. [semel], Epiph. [bis]. 

ds ovdé. . . Tis (Clem. Hom. xvii. 4; xviii. 4, 20), 

otrw kai ovdels (Huseb., ‘‘ Demonstr.,” iv. 3, 13), 

pndé... Tus (Huseb., ‘‘ De Eccl. Theol.,”’ i, 12 [Marcellus}), 

kat ovdels (Epiph. [ter]; Euseb., ‘‘ Demonstr.,” v. 1). 

It is a peculiarity of Eusebius that he writes thrice: ef ui) udvos 
6 yerjoas abrov marnp (“* Hist. Eccl.,” i. 2; ‘‘Demonstr.”’ iv. 3, 13; 
“De Eccl, Theol.,” i. 12). This looks like an amplification originat- 
ing in a Syrian text. The Syrians loved such amplifications, 

* Irenzeus here makes a mistake ; St. Mark has not the saying, 
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enim preterit locum hunc. hi autem qui peritiores 
apostolis volunt esse, sic describunt: nemo cognovit 
patrem nisi filius, nec filiwm nisi pater et cut voluerit 
Jilius revelare, et interpretantur, quasi a nullo cog- 
nitus sit verus deus ante domini nostri adventum, 
et eum deum qui a prophetis sit annunciatus, 
dicunt non esse patrem Christi”? Here Irenezus 
quite yightly feels that the sense of “cognovit” 
(éyvw) is different from that of « cognoscit ” (yivdcxet), 
but his assertion that the reading éyva is an hereti- 
cal corruption is quite mistaken, as will shortly 


appear. — 
I shall first give a list of the passages in 


which éyvw is found, and «knowing the Father” 
stands first, then of the quotations with éyv 


1 This passage is strangely misunderstood by the critics (even 
by Zahn, Tatian, s. 149; ‘‘ Kanonsgesch.,” i. s. 555 f.), as if the 
censure of Irenzeus were directed against the precedence in order 
of the clause ‘‘to know the Father.’’ This was to him a matter 
of complete indifference (he himself twice quotes in this order) ; 
he is only concerned with the difference of “cognoscit”’ and 
“cognovit.” Again, this passage is usually referred to the 
Marcosians, because Irenzeus in Book I. (20, 3) has quoted the 
verse in the version of the Marcosians, But in the context (wide 
ivy. 1 ff.; iv. 6, 2; here he is quoting Justin’s work against 
Marcion) he is dealing with the followers of Marcion. These 
heretics are doubtless in the forefront of his mind ; though he may 
also be thinking of the Marcosians, who had in the main the same 
reading of this passage as Marcion. Moreover, the two quotations, 
i. 20, 3 and iv. 6, 1, vary somewhat from one another. Where 
Trenzeus gives the Marcosian version of the saying (i. 20, 3), he 
writes: kal rdv viov ef ui 6 marhp Kal © dy 6 vids droxadd Wy (so also 
the Old Latin); in our passage he represents the heretics as 
reading: ‘‘ Nee filium nisi pater, et cui voluerit filius revelare.” 
This ‘‘nec”’ is also given by the disciple of Marcion in Adaman- 


tius, 
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and with “knowing the Son” at the begin- 
ning : 1 — 


t éyyw Tov marépa . . . Tov uidv (without a verb): 
Justin, Apol., i. 63 [62s]; Marcosians in Iren., 
i. 20, 3; Marcion in Iren., iv. 6, 1. 

x \ ’ + 4 er : 2 

eyvm Tov TWaTepa .. . eyvw Tov VWoV: Tatian ; 
Euseb., Demonstr., iv. 3, 18; Euseb., De- 
monstr., v. 1; Euseb., De Eccl. Theol., i. 12 
(probably also Orig., De Prine., ii. 6, 1; 
“novit . . . novit”). 

cA ‘ , , ‘ es $ 

eyyw Tov waTépa .. . yiwoKet Tov viov: the dis- 
ciple of Marcion in Adamantius (p. 44, ed. 
van de Sande). 

4 A , , 4 \) ev 

eyvw TOV TATEPA . . « YYwWY TWOTE TOY ViOV: Euseb., 
Hist. Eccl., i. 2. 

éyvw Tov marépa . . . oldev Tov viov: Clem. 
Hom., xvii. 43; xviii. 4, 13 [ bis], 20. 

[éyvw roy matépa . . . without the parallel clause 
(thus an imperfect quotation): Clem. Alex., 
Protrept., i. 10; Padag., i. 5, 20 and i. 8; 

1 A dagger marks the passages in which only one verb is found ; 
the passages in which the quotation is imperfect—i.e. where only 
one of the two clauses is given—are included within brackets, I 
have paid no attention to the difference between rév marépa and 
tls éotw 6 watHp, because the more circumstantial phrase practically 
never occurs, 

* The order is quite certain; it is not certain that Mcesinger’s 
‘‘novit’’ presupposes éyvw.—The “‘novit”’ which is found in a few 
Old Latin MSS. of St. Luke certainly =é@yvw; for the great majority 
of these MSS. give (in St. Luke) ‘‘scit.” Codex Veronensis (b) 
forms one of the minority, it reads here: ‘‘Nemo novit patrem 
nisi filius et que... bit [=novit] fili...nisi pater... voluerit, 
&c.” (Perhaps for ‘‘que’’ we should read ‘ qui[s]”—vide «q.”’) 


The reading @yvw is also attested by Cod. Vercell. (a)—for the 
reading here of this important codex vide infra—as well as by ‘‘q.” 
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Strom., v. 84,. vii. 58; Origen, Selecta in Ps. 
[T. 11, p. 393, Lomm.]; c. Cels., ii. 71, vii. 
44; on St. John, p. (20), 49, 248, 301, 334, 
A474 f. (ed. Preuschen), &c.;1 Concil. Antioch. 
c. Paulum Samos.; Euseb., Eclog., i. 12.; 
Tertull. adv. Mare., ii. 27 (cognovit); De 
Preeser., 21 (novit)]. 


T €yv@ Tov vidy . . . Tov warépa (without a verb): 
Clem. Alex., Pedag., i. 9, 88; Strom., 
12 1493-Orig.; c.Cels;, vir 17. 

[eyvw tov vidv . . . without the parallel clause 
(thus an imperfect quotation): Orig. on St. 
John, p. 474). 

olde Tov vidv... eyvw Tov matépa: Epiph., 


Her., 65, 6. 


Now follow quotations without éyvw. Again we 
first give those in which “knowing the Father” 
comes at the beginning :— 
} ywdone Tov Twatépa . . . Tov viov (without a 
verb): Justin, Dial., 100.? 

t ywodone tis éorw 6 TAaTHP . .» . Tis 6 vids (with- 
out a verb): Marcion [according to Tertull., 
iv. 25, but according to Iren. and Adamant. 
éyvw, vide supra], Cod. U of St. Luke. 

[yuaoxer Tov matépa ... without the parallel 

clause (thus an imperfect quotation): Clem. 
Alex., Strom., vii. 109.] 


1"Hyvw is also found in other quotations in Origen and even in 
later Alexandrians (e.g. Alexander and Didymus), 
2 Justin here expressly says: év rp evaryyeMlw yéypamras elrby. 
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T emuywdoKe Tov TaTépa . . . Tov viov (without a 
verb): Iren., ii. 6, 1, iv. 6, 3; fragm. Syr., 
xv. (ed. Harvey). 

[ervywadoKke Tov watépa . » . without the parallel 
clause (thus an imperfect quotation): Clem. 
Alex., Dives, 8; Iren., iv. 6, 6]. 

olo€ TOV TaTépa . 6s OLO€ TOV VLOV: Epiph., Her., 
69, 43; Ancor., 11. 

t oide Tov marépa . . . Tov vidv (without a verb): 
Epiph., Her., 74, 4; 76, 1, Nr. 29; 6,1, Nr. 
32. 

[ode Tov watépa . . . without the parallel clause 
(thus an imperfect quotation): Euseb., De 
Eccl. Theol., i. 16.1] 


T ywooke Tis oT 6 vios » . « TIS 6 mato (with- 
out a verb): St. Luke (with exception of the 
Codd. U, a, b).? 

eruywwiaoket TOV vioV . . « emuyivdoker TOY TATEpG : 
St. Matt. (so also Syr.; only one cursive 
reverses the order); Iren., iv. 6, 1. 

} emvywooke Tov vidy . . . TOV matépa (without a 
verb): Iren., iv. 6, 7. 

olde TOV vidv « « « Old€ TOV matépa: Epiph., Her., 
54, 4. 

t oide Tov viov . . . Tov marépa (without a verb): 


Epiph., Her., 64, 9; 76, 1, Nr. 7. 


? Variations in Eusebius are also brought about by his use of 
the text of Marcellus. 

* A peculiar variant occurs in Syr.sin. of St. Luke: “ And who 
knoweth the Son save the Father, and who knoweth the Father 
save the Son?” Of. the Latin codex “‘q”: “Et quis novit 
patrem ?”’ and perhaps also ‘“k,” 
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Codex Vercellensis (a) here stands quite by itself. 
In the text of St. Luke (not in St. Matthew) it omits 
the “knowing the Son” altogether, and reads: « Qmnia 
mihi tradita sunt a patre, et nemo novit quis est 
pater nisi filius et cuicumque voluerit filius, revelavit.” 


Before we give our verdict on these readings, 
let us bring together the variants which occur in 
the concluding clause :— 

1. cal @ dv Bovdnra 6 vids amoxcadtvar: St. Luke, 
St. Matthew, Iren. iv. 6, 1, &c. &c. (Syr.*™ in 
St. Matthew does not read otherwise). 

2. kai @ av BovdAnta amoxadupa adbros amoKad- 
vrre: Syr.ter; of. «Et cuicumque voluerit filius 
revelavit ” (a). 

3. Kai @ dv 6 vios amoxadwy: Marcion; the 
Marcosians; Clem. Alex. (septies); Origen (saepe) ; 
Tert. De Prescr., 21 (“revelavit”); Euseb., Eclog., 
i. 12; Concil. Antioch.; Epiphan. (nonnull, loc.). 

4. kal @ dv amoxadtWy: Epiph. [sepius], both 
after “ knowing the Father” and « knowing the Son.” 

5. cat @ dv avdtos amoxadvy: Nicetas (after 
«knowing the Son”). 

6. kat @ dv 6 vios amroxad’rre: Epiph., Her., 
74, 4. 

7. kat ois av BovAnTat 6 vios aroxadvya: Clem., 
Hom. [quater]. 

8. Kal ols (dv) 6 vios amoxadvyy vel aroxadi Wy 6 
vids: Justin [ter], Iren. [ter]. 


1 The passage, Olem. Hom. xviii. 7: xa ofs (not ¢ as Blass 
gives it) av BoUAnra: 6 vids dwoxad’rre, ought not to be taken into 
consideration, because it is a free quotation. 


288 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


A 


1. A section of the Marcionites,! the Marcosians, 
Justin (in the « Apology”), (Tatian), the Alexandrians 
(Clement, Origen [both practically always], and still 
later writers), and Eusebius (practically always) 
agree in reading éyvw. Accordingly éyvw is the 
reading which has in its favour the most ancient 
testimony. ; 

2. The reading éyvw stood in St. Luke ;? for this 
is suggested by the reading in Marcion’s gospel, and 
the hypothesis is supported by the “novit” of the 
very ancient Latin codices Vercellensis (a) and 
Veronensis (b) in St. Luke, while the remaining Old 
Latin codices (with the exception of “q”) read « scit.” 
The hypothesis finally receives very strong support 
in the other aorists—écpurpas, amexadv\pas, éyeveTo, 
mapedd0y.* 


* According to the testimony of Irenzus (and Adamantius). We 
may well believe that Tertullian read yuwdoxe (“‘scit”) in his 
exemplar of the gospel of Marcion; but there is no difficulty in 
supposing that this reading also found its way into exemplars of 
Marcion’s gospel, although éyyw was welcome to them. The same 
thing, therefore, happened with them as with Justin, who also gives 
both readings. If, however, any one feels bound to take up the 
position that Tertullian alone presents the genuine and unique 
text of Marcion—who accordingly read ywodoxer—still the number 
of ancient witnesses for éyyw is great enough to compel us to 
decide that St. Luke wrote éyvw, 

3 This is also the opinion of Blass, Keim, Meyer, and Schmiedel, 

° Weiss, on the contrary, asserts that éyyw arose from conforma- 
tion with wapeds6y, But why is it that this conformation takes 
place only in the text of St. Luke and not also in St. Matthew? 
That éyyw was supplanted by ywdoxes may however also be ex- 
plained from the fact that the following clause: 3 av aroKkahvwy, 
seemed to demand the present tense in the preceding verb, 
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3. We can,- moreover, conjecture how it was 
that the reading ywécxer arose in St. Luke, from 
the remarks of Irenzeus in the passage quoted above; 
the present made its way from St. Matthew into 
St. Luke and established itself there as an anti- 
Marcionitic reading. It is already attested by Justin 
but in a later work (the Dialogue), and it pre- 
dominates in ecclesiastical manuscripts of Irenzus. 
In the West eyve disappeared at an earlier date 
than in the East. 

4. The persistence of eyo and its correct inter- 
pretation in the East is especially manifest in those 
quotations where this historic aorist was regarded 
as suitable when applied to the knowledge of the 
Father (on the part of the Son), and was accordingly 
preserved, while a present (in accordance with St. 
Matthew, vide infra) was inserted into the Lukan 
text as applied to the knowledge of the Son (on 
the part of the Father), as in Adamantius (yivdboxer) 
and in Clem. Hom. [five times] and Epiph. Heer., 
65, 6 (otdev). 

5. In the text of St. Matthew the present, émriywoo- 
ket, Stood from the beginning (ézréyvw does not occur 
in any authority); it was also from the beginning 
repeated in the second clause, while the éyvw in 
St. Luke was not repeated. This formal difference 
between the two gospels explains those instances of 
mixed text wherein sometimes the éyvw is repeated 
(vide Eusebius), sometimes the emuywooker is not 
repeated (Irenzus), while the clauses are sometimes 
conjoined by cai, sometimes by ovdé. 

6. The reading oiJey is found only in the 

rf 
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Clementine Homilies and in Epiphanius,’ some- 
times once, sometimes repeated in the two clauses; 
it was thus confined to Syria and need not therefore 
be considered. It is probably to be explained from 
the influence of the Johannine vocabulary. 


B 


The clause concerning “ knowing the Father” stood 
first in Marcion (according to Iren., Tertull., and 
Adamant.), in the version of the Marcosians, in Justin, 
Tatian, Irenzus (but not always), the Clementine 
Homilies, Eusebius, in Codex U of St. Luke (and 
in Codex Veronensis), while the clause concerning 
“knowing the Son” stood first in the text of St. 
Matthew (with the exception of one cursive, which 
means nothing), in the remaining authorities for 
St. Luke, and in Clement of Alexandria. Irenzus, 
Origen, the later Alexandrians and Epiphanius, 
attest both arrangements of the clauses. The solu-— 
tion of the problem presented by these facts—seeing - 
that Marcion had the Lukan text before him *—is | 
that in St. Luke the clause concerning « knowing the | 
Father” certainly stood first, and that the con-| 
trary was probably the case in St. Matthew. We | 
cannot be quite certain about the passage in St. 
Matthew, only because we have no instance of quota- | 
tion of the text of St. Matthew before Ireneus and 

1 The one place in Eusebius is an imperfect quotation, which has | 
no weight. 

2 For this very reason it is not permissible to explain the pre- | 


cedence of this clause by the influence of oral tradition or of an | 
apocryphal gospel. 





| 
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Clement of Alexandria; the witness of Irenzeus, how- 
ever, is divided. 


C 


In regard to the concluding clause :— 

1. It is certain that 6 vids was repeated in it; for 
the omissions in Syr.™*™ in Epiphanius (often) and 
Nicetas (who substitutes avtés), are of no account in 
the criticism of the text. 

2. The short form aroxadiy (for BovAnrat aro- 
cava) has earlier attestation than the other, seeing 
that it occurs in Marcion, in the Marcosian version, 
Justin (thrice), Ireneus (as a rule), Clement of 
Alexandria, Origen (often), &c. 

8. The form ois ay has excellent sponsors in 
Justin, Irenzeus (except in one passage), and the 
Clementine Homilies, but Marcion and the Mar- 
cosians do not give it. 

4. The indicative aroxadvrre (amexadvev) in 
Syr. hier, Cod. Vercell. (« revelavit”; so also Tertull., 
«De Prescr.,” 21, but this does not say much), and 
once in Epiph., is too weakly attested for us to follow 
this reading. 

Result: We have now no means of determining 
which of the three forms1—@ dy 0 vids aroxadiyy— 
ois dv o vios aroxadiyy—® dv BovAyTat oO vids azro- 
cadvxor.—is the original, whether at first this clause 
had different forms in St. Matthew and St. Luke, and 


‘how these readings were distributed between the two 


| 





evangelists. On the strength, however, of the testi- 


1 The reading ols dy BovAnras 6 vids dsroxaddWa is only attested by 
the Clementines, and thus falls out of account, 
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a ON 


mony of Marcion, it is probable that @ dy 0 vlog a7ro- 
cadivyy stood in St. Luke, especially seeing that the 
Marcosians also give this reading, and that they also 
(vide supra) have followed the Lukan text." 


D 


The result of our investigations up to this point is 
that in St. Luke the saying read as follows :— 

TdvTa mot TapEedoOn vTO TOV TaATp~s, Kal oudels Eyvwn 
Tis €oTW O TaTNp el py 0 vlog, Kal Tis eT O ULOS Et 
py 6 TaTip Kal @ dv o vios amoxadvy, but in St. 
Matthew: ravra pot rapeddOn bro Tov waTpds, Kat 
ovoels CTIYLVOTKEL Tov vioy et pn O TAT, ovde TOV. 
TAaTépa THs EMLYWOTKEL EL fr] 0 vidg [vel : Tov TaTépa | 
Re SG LOS). se OV ULOy ero Tarnp | kat @ [ois] : 
dy BovAnta 6 vids amoxadv\bat [vel: adv o vids amo- 
cadvy)]- | 

But can we remain satisfied with this result? It | 
is impossible, for the following reasons. (Let us at | 
first consider the Lukan text) :— 

1. We do not at all expect to find the clause 
concerning “knowing the Son” in this connection 
(though of course it cannot be said to be a discrep- 
ancy); for this ascription of praise is concerned both| 
at the beginning and the close with the knowledge of 
God. 

2. The historic aorist « éyyw” suits excellently th 







* It is possible to suppose that the original form read: @ (ols) 
dv Bobdynrat 6 vids droxadtrrew drokah¥mre, and that from this th 
two shorter forms were derived; but this cannot be proved. 
’Aroxadtwy and Bov’Antar droxahUWar may, besides, be taken ai 
translation-variants, if BovAnrat droxaddWae is regarded as simpl 
a periphrasis for the future, 
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Son’s knowledge of the Father, but it does not suit so 
well the Father's knowledge of the Son; this has been 
noticed by thoughtful copyists, who have tried to 
overcome the difficulty in various ways (vide supra). 

3. The clause kai @ dv 6 vids aroxadu Wy only 
suits the clause ovdets &yvw rls éoriy O TAaTHP El ULI} 
0 utos, but not the other clause with which it is connected 
above in St. Luke (the Son is God's interpreter and not 
His own). This also has been correctly seen by the 
copyrsts, who have accordingly overcome the difficulty by 
transposition’ (or even by changing vids into avtds, 
which then refers to the Father). 

4. In Cod. Vercell. of St. Luke we even now read 
(vide supra) the saying, without the clause concerning’ 
“knowledge of the Son.” ? 


In my opinion, we are simply forced to the conclusion 
that in St. Luke the words “kat Tis éotiv 6 vids et 
Mn Oo TaTHP” were wanting.® 

If they were wanting in St. Luke, they were also 
wanting in Q;* this goes without saying. Then, 
however, it is a relatively insignificant question 
whether the first evangelist is to be regarded as 
responsible for their insertion, or whether originally 

1 But the transposition creates a new difficulty, seeing that 
*the knowing of the Son” now comes before “the knowing of the 
Father,” which is very strange both in itself and in its context, 


2 The readings of this codex elsewhere are of great weight. 
3 On behalf of the originality of the words an appeal is made 


. to the rhythmic structure of the saying, which it is said demands 
- them. But even without these words a rhythm is present, and I 
» do not see that with their addition the rhythm is a better one. 


4 This is also Wellhausen’s opinion; but he does not enter 
closely into the history of the text. 
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they were also wanting in the first gospel.! On this 
point one cannot arrive at any definite decision. 
At all events the interpolation is very ancient; for 
all our authorities for St. Matthew and all our 
authorities, except one, for St. Luke have it. 
The most probable, because the simplest, hypothesis 
is that «St. Matthew” himself brought it into 
the text—the same evangelist who changed the 
historic aorist into the present and who wrote 
(xxviii. 18): «All power is given unto me in 
heaven and in earth.” It is not quite certain what 
position he gave to the interpolation; it is, however, 
extremely probable that he gave it the first place ; 
for this is in accordance with the testimony of the 
MSS., and the history of the text is most simply explained 
on such an hypothesis. If Greek Christians possessed 
from the beginning the two forms: ovdels éyva tis 
eoTW 6 TAaTnp el kN O vios, and: ovdets ETLYLVOTKEL 
TOV viov et MH O MATH, OVdE TOV TATEOA TIS emuywooket 
ef wy 6 vids—then all the mixed forms of text, 
together with their early appearance, are explained 
in the simplest way.2 The interpolation into the 
Lukan text of the words «The Son no one save 


1 So far as the content is concerned, the clause shows itself as 
an interpolation in St. Matthew as clearly as in St. Luke; for if it 
is placed at the beginning it conflicts with the natural order (it 
is to the Soa that the knowledge of the Father is delivered, and 
the knowledge of the Son ought not to stand before the knowledge 
of the Father); if it is placed at the end, then the concluding 
clause is out of harmony with it. 

* We have therefore no need to have recourse also to the in- 
fluence of a distinct oral tradition different from that of the 


gospels, or to an apocryphal gospel. Of course such an influence 
remains possible, 
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the Father,” marks the first important step towards 
intermixture, which must have been taken almost 
at once, while the change of the aorist éyvw into 
the present marks the second step. 

The saying thus ran in Q as in St. Luke (or 
nearly as in St. Luke): e£ouoroyodual cos, TaTEp, 
KUpLe TOU ovpavou Kal TIS xis, OTL éxpurpas TAUTA a7rO 
copay Kai cuveTay Kal amexadupas avTa vyriows: val, 
Oo matTno, Ott ovTws éyévero evdokia cum porbev cov. 
TAVTA [LOL mape0d0n Uo Tod maTpds, Kal ovdels eye 
tov marépa [vel: Tis éorw 6 marnp] e py 6 vios Kat 
a 


\ , 
@ dy 0 vios amoxadiwy. 


é 


Il 


The source gave no information concerning the 
situation in which this thanksgiving was spoken, 
for “év éxelvy TH Kalpw amoxpiOels 6 "Incovs etrev” 
says nothing. Nor may we draw any conclusion 
from the fact that in the source the thanksgiving 


1 In quotations of the passage torn from its context the Lukan 
form : rls éorwv 6 warhp (and rls éorw 6 vids) almost everywhere dis- 
appears. No weight is, however, to be assigned to this circum- 
stance.—That the original readings should have entirely disappeared 
in the Greek MSS. of St. Luke, and almost entirely in the Latin 
MSS., is unfortunately by no means exceptional. Compare, e.g., 
how the true Lukan text has disappeared in the Lord’s Prayer 
(vide ‘‘Sitzungsber. d. Preuss. Akad., 1904,” s. 195 ff.), or how 
dveldioas in St. Mark xv. 34 has been deleted from the whole 
tradition of the East (zd. 1901, s. 261 ff.). The Lukan text has 
been far more thoroughly corrected from that of St. Matthew than 
our textual critics are inclined to admit. Our passage also bears 
witness to this fact. It is worthy of note that St. John i, 18 (Gedy 
ovdels Edpakey mumore* 6 sovoyeriys vids Ody els Tov KdATOV TOD marpébs, 
éxeivos é&nyjoaro) has had as good as no influence upon the textual 


history of our saying. 
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followed after (or soon after) the condemnation of 
the Galilean cities, seeing that the passages are. 
in a contrary sense.1 We have thus to deal with 
an isolated saying which has, however, been torn from 
a definite context, as is shown by the “Travrta” at the 
beginning. ‘This fact of itself speaks against the 
hypothesis that our thanksgiving is a “Christian 
hymn”; in such an independent composition this 
retrospective “ ravra” would have been avoided. 

The first half of the first saying presents no 
occasion for objection. Our Lord offers thanks- 
giving to the Father openly—are we perhaps to say 
that this is inconsistent with St. Matt. vi. 6? He 
addresses Him as “ Father” (not «My Father”) and 
as Lord of heaven and earth—so great is the Divine 
act for which praise is given! the context plainly 
shows that the thanksgiving is for something con- 
nected with our Lord’s teaching—i.e. His revelation of 
the knowledge of God (not with miracles, &c.); for it 
is only in regard to teaching that men are called 
copoi and vjriou.2 ‘This distinction, and the state- 
ment that the wj7iot show themselves receptive,® is 

1 St. Luke, very suitably so far as the thought is concerned, 
places the thanksgiving directly after the return of the disciples 
from their missionary journey, but it is quite improbable that this 


order rests upon tradition, because this evangelist also gives the 
condemnation of the cities just beforehand. 

? Whether we are to lay any stress upon the absence of the 
article before cogol and vijmior is questionable. The absence can 
be interpreted as a limitation (not all the wise and not all the 
simple) ; its force can, however, also be rendered by the paraphrase: 
‘from such people as are wise”’—“to such people as are simple.” 

° The significance of vymio (“ Peta’im,” as in Ps. xix. 8, cxvi. 6) is 
different from that of the word with St. Paul. In St. Paul the 
virio are always Christians who are still undeveloped like children. 
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quite in accordance with other sayings of our Lord, 
and is therefore not peculiar. He, however, praises 
the Father, not only for the revelation vouchsafed 
to the wor, but also because the Father has hidden 
this knowledge from the wise and prudent. There is 
a harsh note here which already sounded intolerable 
to Marcion, but it is also heard in other sayings and 
is an indication of genuineness. Moreover, we must 
here notice the aorists: not what God always does, 
but what He had done on the present occasion—in 
the success of the ministry of Jesus—was the subject 
of the thanksgiving. Hence some instance of success 
of this kind, notorious to all, which has not however 
been transmitted in history, must have preceded the 
thanksgiving. The vai takes up the éFouodroyotua, 
and the clause dri ovTws evdokia éyévero Eumpoabev 
gov takes up the thought of the preceding clause.’ 
The overpowering glory of the experience in the 
soul most naturally constrained the tongue to such 
repetition in the thanksgiving.” 

The first half of the saying dominates and de- 
termines the second half. In the first half our 
Lord gives thanks for that which had happened (the 
revelation of the knowledge of God), in the second 
half He gives clear expression to the fact that this 
revelation had been vouchsafed through Himself; for 
it was just the success of His own ministry that incited 

1 Of. St. Matt. xviii. 14: olrws (ovx) eorw Oédyua eumpoodev Too 
marpds tuav. Evdoxta reminds us of the evdédxnoa at the Baptism. 

2 Also the vocative mdrep is taken up by 6 raryp, but is this 
a simple repetition? May not 6 rarijp here signify, “Thou who 


art the Father.”—The word otrws can only refer backwards, and 
has nothing to do with the introduction of what follows. 
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Him to offer praise. Thus what follows necessarily 
connects with what goes before. The vayra is exactly 
determined by what goes before and by what follows, 
as well as by the verb rapedo6y. It cannot mean 
“all things” but only the whole doctrine (the doctrine 
is “ paradosis”), the complete revelation of the know- 
ledge of Godt It has been « delivered” to Him by 
the Father, and indeed first to Him the Son—He has 
now learnt to know the Father; before Him no one 
knew the Father 2—then through Him to those who 


1 We have no choice but either to give mdyra an entirely un- 
limited significance (the government of the world, the Messianic 
power and authority), or to refer it to the knowledge (doctrine) as 
do Grotius, Hofmann, Holtzmann, Schmiedel, Joh. Weiss, Well- 
hausen, and others. ‘The latter alternative is, however, alone 
possible, seeing that the passage proceeds at once to speak, and 
to speak exclusively, of the knowledge of God, and seeing that 
the preceding dmoxdéAvyis is unequivocally determined, by the 
contrast between cogol and vim to which it refers, as a revelation 
of.a knowledge. The objection that mapadidsvac can only be used 
of human transmission of teaching, and that the word therefore 
cannot have this sense here (Pfleiderer), is perverse. In St. Matt. 
xxviii. 18, we do not read “ waped40n,” but “ €660y”’ wor waoa eovcla 
év ovparg kal él yijs. 

* The kal (ovdels &yvw) after mapedd0n (brd Tod marpés) is not quite 
clear ; it is easiest to take it as explicative or rather consecutive, 
‘‘The knowledge of the Father is included in the delivery of the 
complete doctrine,” or “‘ The knowledge of the Father follows upon 
this delivery.” ‘Weiss, on the contrary, supposes that the clause 
introduced by kat gives the essential ground for the mdvyra po. 
maped50n. So indeed we are compelled to interpret, if with Weiss 
we accept the words, ‘“‘No man knoweth the Son save the Father,” 
and regard their position at the beginning as correct; for this 
clause can be regarded neither as an explanation of nor as giving 
the result of mdvra yo. mapeds0y. But of course we are forced 
simply to read into this clause the idea that it gives the ground 
of what goes before, for no hint of this is given in the passage 
itself, The words indeed fall quite out of the context, If one 
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were receptive, of whom it is therefore now true, just 
as of the Son, that: ravra avrois rapedd0n. 

In this train of thought, when it is compared with 
the utterances of our Lord, which are certainly genuine, 
there are two elements which might be regarded as 
strange: first, the abstract distinction that is drawn 
in the terms “the Father” and «the Son,” then the 
assertion that «No man has known the Father save 
the Son.” The same distinction is also found 
(according to Wellhausen) in St. Mark xiii. 32 (ovde 
of ayyedor ovdé 6 vids, ef wy O waTHp),' and that in 
a saying which denies our Lord’s knowledge of the 
future, and thus assuredly belongs to the most ancient 
tradition. However, as to the ovdeis, it ought not 
to be pressed nor taken as Marcion interprets it, as 
if it implied a rejection of the prophets of the Old 
Testament. It says no more than is said in St. 
Luke x. 24: aodAot rpopirat kat Bacircis 70EAnoav 
idciv & veto BAérere Kat ovK elday, or in the words 
concerning the Baptist and the least in the Kingdom 
of God. On the other hand, importance is to be 
assigned to the aorist éyvw (in distinction from the 
present). Nothing is said of a relationship of the Son 
to the Father that is ever abiding—to say nothing 
takes one’s stand on the correct text, we should at first expect 
the passage to run in the following form: “All has been delivered 
to Me by the Father, and I alone have learned to know Him, and 
he to whomsoever I will to reveal Him.” But it is quite intelligible 


that “the Son” should have taken the place of “I,” seeing that 
this ‘‘1” showed itself as “Son” in the very fact of this complete 
and primary knowledge. 

1 Of, also St. Luke xxii, 29: kdyw dearlOeuar tu Kadas ddBerd poe 
6 rarip mov Thy Bacirelay, la ecOnre Kal wivyre emt ris Tpamésns (Lov 
év 7p Baowdelg ov, of which the “antiquity ” is unmistakable, 
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of timeless; on the contrary, this éyvw also stands 
within the sphere of the é¢£ouoroyotuae xr. at the 
beginning: our Lord offers thanksgiving to the Father 
because He has delivered to Him all knowledge, because 
He the Son is the first to learn to know the Father, 
because He the Father has revealed this knowledge to 
the vjrio1, and because it will continue to be revealed 
only through Him the Son! The passage throughout 
deals with circumstances of actual historic fact. 

If the saying belongs to the best and most ancient 
tradition, it can have been spoken by our Lord only 
during the later period of His ministry, and it further 
presupposes that during this period our Lord upon 
other occasions called Himself «the Son.” This con- 
clusion will necessarily be disputed by those who 
suppose themselves bound not to allow our Lord any 


other self-designation than that of a Teacher, of a | 


Prophet, and—at the close of His ministry—of the 
Suture Messiah. But the transition from the designa- 
tions of Teacher and Prophet to that of the future 
Messiah demands, both in the self-consciousness of 
Jesus and also in outward expression, some middle 
term, and it is difficult to see why tradition must be 
supposed to be in error when it presents us here with 
the designation “the Son.” If this could mean 
absolutely nothing else than «J am the present 
Messiah,” then it would be unintelligible; but the 
concrete situation in which our Lord found Himself 
limited the sphere of significance of the expression 
both for Himself and for His hearers. At the pre- 


* Note how the two halves of the saying are brought into 
correspondence by dmexdAvpas and dmroxahdyy. 


a 








EXCURSUS I 301 


sent He is the Chosen One, the Beloved One, thus the 
Son, and therefore in the future—that is, soon—He 
will come in the clouds of heaven and will receive the 
office of Messiah, whose function is essentially active. 
If criticism can produce no valid objections against 
the tradition that our Lord towards the end of His 
ministry called Himself the Son of Man (in the sense 
of Daniel), so, in my opinion, there is still less ground 
for hesitation in accepting the genuineness of the 
tradition that our Lord called Himself «the Son,” 
because it is absolutely impossible to imagine how He 
could have arrived at the conviction that He was the 
future Messiah without first knowing Himself as stand- 
ing in an unique relationship to God. What, however, 
our Lord in this passage says of Himself as the Son, 
goes beyond what is expressed in other sayings, not in 
the thought itself, but only in its pregnant form.’ 

1 In conclusion, I would with all reserve also bring forward an 
historical witness to the antiquity, even to the genuineness of this 
saying. I do not share the confidence with which lately countless 
conceptions and words of St. Paul are traced back to utterances 
of our Lord; but whenever I read 1 Cor. i. 19, 21 (yéypamra ydp' 
aTOAG TH coplay TaY GOPHY, KalTiy civyerw TGY TUVETHY ADeTHOW...» 
érel yap év TH codlg Tod cod otk Eyvw 6 Kbopos due codplas Tov 
Gedy, evddknoev 6 Oeds Sia THs wwplas TOD Knp’yMaTos GHout 
rovs miorevovTas), | am ever again struck by the coincidence here both 
in thought and vocabulary with our saying, though all of course has 
passed through the crucible of the Pauline mind. Nevertheless, im- 
pressions are deceptive, and are in this instance far from attaining 
to the dignity of a proof. Pfleiderer, ‘‘ Das Urchristentum,” i.? 
s. 435 f., thinks that it is very probable that the saying is de- 
pendent upon St. Paul. But Ami is not Pauline (vide supra), and 
“the specifically Pauline thought that the real knowledge of Christ 
and of God is hidden from the natural man and is only revealed 
to human perception by the Spirit of God,” is simply read by 
Pfleiderer into our text, which is concerned with a contrast of quite 
a different nature, 
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The original version of the saying (in Q) may be 
defended on good grounds; but the canonical version 
in both gospels is « Johannine” in character and in- 
defensible. By the interpolation of the clause, «no 
man knoweth the Son save the Father” before the 
clause concerning « knowledge of the Father,” and by 
the change of the aorist into the present, the whole 
complexion of the saying is altered 1—so seriously 
altered that even the significance of the ravra and 
the wavra in the clause «rdvra pot mapedoOy ” tends 
to become a matter of doubt. A formal likeness of 
Father and Son, who are distinguished only by the 
different names, and a relationship of Father and Son 
which never had a beginning, but remains ever the 
same, now come to expression. Of course we are not 
absolutely obliged thus to interpret the canonical 
saying,® yet we cannot by any method of interpreta- 
tion make it much less metaphysical If the first 

1 Note also that by the interpolation the rhythmic structure of 
the saying is emphasised. This is not unimportant in reference 
to the question whether, and in what measure, the rhythms in the 
sayings of Jesus are original. 

2 In logical consequence an attempt was now made also to 
change 7rape560n into rapadédorat (vide supra, Justin and Hippolytus), 
but this correction is no longer found in the manuscripts. 

3 We can also interpret the present émvywwoxec in St. Matthew, 
as if it were determined by the preceding mape5s6y, and therefore 
as if it were not to be understood as timeless but as describing 
the result of an historical action. 

“ Zahn (‘‘ Matth.,” s. 441) expounds the passage as follows: ‘The 
Son is thus not only the agent of revelation, who imparts the 
knowledge of God to those who are receptive, but He is also 
Himself a mystery, which was at first hidden from man and which 
needed a revealing. The Son belongs to the objects (ratra) which 
are now opened to knowledge. The knowledge of the Son as the 
only Son of God, in the full sense of the word, is inseparably 
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evangelist himself wrote the passage as we read it, then 
—even with the most cautious interpretation of the 
passage—his own Christology approached very nearly 
to that of the Johannine writings in one of the most 
important points, and it can therefore be only due to 
his relatively faithful reproduction of his sources that 
this characteristic does not more frequently appear in 


his gospel. 
IV 


The second saying, which in St. Matthew follows 
immediately after the first, has come down to us only 


connected with the knowledge of God as the Father of Jesus and 
of those who become sons because they belong to Jesus. It is, 
however, significant that the knowledge of the Son is mentioned 
first. This is the new fact, that which distinguishes the present 
revelation from all which preceded it—the fact of a Man whom to 
know is the way to attain to the knowledge of God. For this very 
reason the knowledge of God, which is now attainable, is a new 
thing. We moderns would say: With the personality of Jesus a 
new religion, Christianity, came into existence. While, concern- 
ing the knowledge of the Father, it is expressly said that the 
Son alone imparts it, a corresponding statement in regard to the 
knowledge of the Son is wanting. It is, however, obvious that 
this knowledge can only be imparted by Him, of whom it is said 
that He alone possesses such knowledge —namely, the Father. 
The Father reveals the Son as the Son reveals the Father [!]. As, 
however, the knowledge of the Father and the knowledge of the 
Son are only two sides of the same mystery which is now revealed, 
it follows that the Father and the Son in fellowship with one another 
are both subject and object of the Revelation” [the italics are mine], 
This is quite enough to help us to a definite decision concerning 
the historical character of the saying as given in St. Matthew. It 
is noteworthy that Zahn’s exegesis justifies the placing of the clause 
concerning ‘‘ knowing the Son” at the beginning, while this place 
was really given to it because it was felt to be absolutely necessary 
not to separate the clause, ‘‘and to whomsoever the Son will reveal 
Him,” from the clause concerning ‘‘the knowledge of the Father,” 
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in the Gospel of St. Matthew. Scarcely any variants 
are found in the versions and quotations: (1) In 
verse 28 zayres is wanting in Tatian; (2) in the 
same author, «et qui habetis graves afflictiones” (or 
‘“‘onera gravia”) was probably interpolated before 
kat mepopticpévor; + (3) in verse 29 Ephraem quotes: 
OTL HoVXOs ELL, Tavs Kal ETLELKNS Kat TaTeWwos TH 
capdia. ‘The omission of wavres is alone worthy of 
consideration ; this omission also occurs in Syr.°™ and 
Syr.™ ?A7z’ éuod in verse 29 is, so far as I know, 
never wanting in the Versions and in quotations; it 
is not therefore permissible to delete it on the sole 
authority of x (pr. man.). 

This saying—whose Aramaic origin is unmistak- 
able—is from the point of view of rhythm still better 
constructed than the former saying, and is dominated — 
by the conceptions dopriov and dvaravor. It runs 
as follows :— | 
Aciire mpos me (ravtes) of Komiavtes Kal Tepop- 

TILT MEVOL, 


>] 4 ° , ¢ lal 
Kayo aAvVaTAVTwWUMAs' 
A IN. A , a peg CO eS 
pare Tov Cuydy Mov ed’ umas 
‘ , ? > ay 7 oh \ 
kat wabete arr’ €“ou, OTL Tpaus eM kat Ta7ewos 
a) , 
™ Kapoia, 
Nees aa? 8 rte 
KQL EUDNTETE AVATAVGLY TALS Wy ais UMoY* 
€ \ , , 
O yao Cuyds Mov XpNTTOS, 
\ ‘ , YI , > | 
kat TO PopTioy jou eALadpov (éorw). | 
1 The variants in Pistis Sophia and Agathangelus are of no | 
account, seeing that they are mere paraphrases; In Pseudo- | 
cyprian ady. Jud. 7, the saying reads: ‘‘ Venite ad me omnes qui | 
sub onera laboratis, et ego vos reficiam . . . est enim jugum meum | 


placidum et onus [the African version read ‘sarcina,’ vide Ter- |. 
tullian and Cyprian] levissimum.” 
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_ It is addressed, not to the circle of disciples, but to 
those standing outside ; yet it has in view, not the 
vot (still less sinners), but those who were suffering 
under the burden of the heavy yoke of ordinances.! 
It should therefore be compared with St. Matt. xxiii. 4. 
The form of this saying is similar to that of the pre- 
ceding saying. As there the first thought is for the 
revelation itself, and then this revelation is described 
as being brought about by the Son, so here there is 
first a general proclamation of the « rest,” and then it 
is said that this rest is attained through the accept- 
ance of His yoke. The conception dvazavoig reminds 
us of the Beatitudes and of the conclusion of a saying 
which is handed down in the gospel of the Hebrews 
(Bacirevoas) éravaratcera,? the second half is 
founded upon Jer. vi. 16.2. The outward form re- 
minds us of the saying in St. Mark vi. 31: dere... 
avarravoerOe, and the situation brings to mind the 
passage which immediately follows in St. Mark (verse 
34): eidev rodby dxXov, Kai éatAayxvicOy én’ avrois, 
OTL Foav ws mpoBata un éxovra rromueva. Also the 


1 Perhaps this interpretation is too definite: of xoridvres signifies 
in general “those who are wearied” ; but from the combination 
of mwegopriouévor and pddere dm’ ¢uod, it can with probability be 
deduced that our Lord had in His eye those who stood under the 
burden of Pharisaic teachers and of Pharisaic legal observance. 

2 Vide ‘Sitzungsber. 1904,” s. 175 ff.; fnreiv dvdravow, St, 
Matt. xii. 43. 

3 The whole saying is full of reminiscences of the Old Testament, 
ef. above all Isa. lv. 1 (also xiv. 3, xxviii, 12); Jer. xxxi, 25; 
Isa, xlii. 2. Note that Jer. vi. 16 is given in an independent 
translation ; for dvdravois is not found in the L.XX version of the 
passage where ayvopds is read, This is important in connection 
with the question of the origin of the saying. 

U 


- 
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commandments of Jesus—for with these the saying is 
concerned—are a yoke,’ like all commandments that 
deal with doctrine and life, but compared with the 
burdens which were imposed by the scribes, they 
are a “gentle”® yoke and a light® burden. The 
“Kat” before “ uabere” may be taken as consecutive, 
and the 671 should not be taken as casual; we trans- 
late therefore: «Thus will ye learn of Me,’ that I am 
meek and lowly.”® In these words our Lord assigns 
to His personality a significance both in relation to 
the character of His commandments and also in- 
directly in relation to their appropriation; in this 
point, therefore, there exists a distinct connection in 
thought with the former saying. 

It was just this connection in thought and inward 


relationship that moved «St. Matthew” to place 


_ the one saying directly after the other; but this 
can scarcely have been their original relative posi- 
tions, for the situation presupposed in each of the 


+ In Didache 6, the doctrine (the Commandments) of Jesus 
are called “6 Svyds Tod Kuplov.”” Of. also Acts xv. 10: viv ody cl 
metpdgere Tov Oedy, émBeivar Suydv ert rdv Tpdxndov Tov pabnray, 
by ovre of mwarépes judy otre iets icxtoauey Bacrdou. With 
the Rabbinic writers, ‘‘ yoke” is a technical term for command- 
ments. 

® Xpyorés is found again in the gospels only in St. Luke v. 39, 
vi. 35; in the latter passage it is used of God, so also in Rom. ii. 4 
and 1 Pet. ii. 3 (from the Psalms). Xpyorérys is likewise often 
used of God. Both the Latin versions and Syr.si. translate xpyorés 
in our passage by ‘‘ suavis,” 

3 ’E\ad¢pés is only found again in the New Testament in 2 Cor. 
iv. 17. 

“ MavOdvew dad twos also in St. Mark xiii, 28 (St. Matt, xxiv. 32); 
Gal. iii. 2; Col. i. 7; Heb. v. 8. 

5 ramewds; only here in St. Matthew. 
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two sayings is different ;! the first saying is concerned 
with the knowledge of God and its revelation, the 
second with directions for the conduct of life; besides 
this, the first saying is a thanksgiving, the second 
is the cry of a missionary preacher.” Moreover, 
it is not certain that the second saying is derived 
from Q, seeing that it is wanting in St. Luke. If 
its inward relationship to the first saying be brought 
forward as an argument in favour of its belonging 
to Q, it must not be forgotten that the first saying 
is unique in Q and does not represent a type of 
sayings in that source. In favour of its belonging 
to @ one might appeal to the fact that while the 
beginning of the first saying seems to be fashioned 
after Sirach li. 1 (¢£ouoAoyjoroual cot, kvpte Bacired), 
so also the second saying has parallels in Sirach li. 
(verse 23: éyyicate mpos pe, verse 26: roy Tpayndov 
vuav UTd0eTE VT Guyer, verse 27: Kai eUpov éuavT@ 
mohAnv avarravow). But these parallels are too 
general to be of much weight. Hence the question, 
from what source the first evangelist derived this 
saying, must remain open. 

Are we, however, compelled to assume that this 
saying was derived from secondary tradition? I see 
no convincing reasons for such a supposition ; cer- 
tainly not in the form of the saying, for it is mere 
perversity to assert that the most ancient tradition 


* It is much more probable that the continuation of the saying 
is more original in St. Luke (x. 23, 24)—St. Matthew has this 
continuation in xiii. 16, 17—but this also does not admit of 
| proof, 

* Acre occurs often in St. Matthew ; it is not, however, peculiar 
to this gospel among the writings of the New Testament. 
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could not have represented Jesus as speaking in this 
way, or that Jesus could not have so spoken; nor 
in its general content, for it cannot be doubted 
that our Lord regarded those who were plagued 
with the Pharisaic ordinances as heavy laden, and 
that He promised rest to such persons (the word 
“souls” ought not to be pressed).! Neither, finally, 
can such reasons be deduced from the specific con- 
tent of the saying—namely, that a man after accept- 
ing His yoke would learn of Him that He was 
meek and lowly; for though this peculiar form 
of self-assertion is unique there is no want of self- 
assertion elsewhere, even in tradition which is quite 
trustworthy. Here it is probably Messianic,? and 


1 There was no need to say wherein the rest consisted; and the 
question whether it belonged to this world or to the coming 
Kingdom is not to the point here.—If it is certain that our Lord 
devoted Himself to the relief of the sick and diseased, then these 
komi@yres are covered by the saying. 

2 Isa, xlii. 2 and allied passages probably stand in the back- 
ground. It is most noteworthy that there is here absolutely no 
reference to the cross and the death. This could scarcely have 
been wanting in a Christian hymn of later times. Jesus simply 
says that meekness and lowliness are to be learned from Him, and 
that the meek and lowly will find rest—nothing else. The saying 
that men must take up their cross and follow Him is at all events 
later than our saying. Moreover, the seeming discrepancy with 
those commandments in which great emphasis is laid upon keeping 
the Law, and with those sayings in which it is said that one mus¢ 
through much tribulation enter into the Kingdom of God, is rather 
a sign of genuineness than of the contrary. I know of no proof 
that the primitive community felt the yoke of Jesus to be easy 
and His burden to be light—with the exception of 1 John v. 3 
(ai évrodal avrod Bapetar ov« eioly), a passage which perhaps looks 
backward to our saying. The solution of the discrepancy in the 
mind of our Lord lies in the thought that by His example, from 
which men are to learn, the commandments become light. 


| 
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moreover finds noteworthy support in 2 Cor. x. 1. 
St. Paul writes there: Ilapacad@ vmas dia rigs 
-TpavTnTos Kal émleiKelas TOU X pisrov. Hence by 
means of the preaching of the Apostle the zpavrys 
kat emtetketca of Christ had become to the Corinthians 
something that was not only well known and con- 
stantly spoken about, but also something that partook 
even of the nature of a set formula. If then the 
mpairns Kat émeikeca Xpiotov had thus become 
quite a technical term, it is not too much to sup- 
pose that St. Paul was acquainted with our saying. 
The contrary hypothesis that 2 Cor. x. 1 was the 
source of the saying would be indeed adventurous. 
However, here also the evidence adduced is not 
sufficient for a proof of dependence. 


Of the two sayings the first, which is derived 
from Q, belongs to the best authority which we 
possess concerning our Lord, nor can any valid 
objections be alleged against its content when once 
it is restored to its original form. The second say- 
ing may come from Q, but it can also come from 
another source; it is also most probably not the 
continuation of the first saying. No proof can be 
given that it belongs to secondary tradition. 

In neither case is the verbal accuracy of the 
tradition of course guaranteed; but it is decisive 
for the recognition of the relative genuineness of the 
sayings that in the first saying the whole emphasis 
is laid upon the knowledge of God and its revela- 
tion, in the second upon the yoke of Jesus in the 
sense of commandments; that, further, in the first 
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saying the primary condition of the knowledge 
of God is simplicity, while in the second saying 
the primary condition of the “ dvamavot” is meekness 
and lowliness; that, moreover, in both sayings the 
(Pharisaic) “perfect ones” form the contrast and 
everything is strictly confined within the Jewish 
horizon; and, finally, that in the first saying Jesus 
is represented as the revealer of the knowledge of 
God, while in the second He is represented as the 
instructor and pattern of the quietistic virtues 
without a single reference to the Cross and Passion.! 
If by the word “Gospel” one understands what 
St. Paul and St. Mark understood by this word, 
then these sayings are not « gospel sayings” and 
have nothing in common with the specific conceptions 
of Paulinism. We have only the choice between — 
assigning them to the creation of a later prophet | 
of the primitive Jewish-Christian community who— | 
strangely enough—omits all reference to the Cruci- : 
fixion, or assigning them to our Lord Himself... 
Given the two alternatives, there seems to me no | 
doubt about which to choose. 


EXCURSUS II 


ConcERNING THE Voice FRoM HEAVEN AT THE 
Barrism (Sr. Luxe iii, 22) 


Even in St. Matthew and St. Luke the Baptism 
of our Lord by St. John presented a certain difficulty | 
} This negative element is in itself a proof that these sayings 


belong to Q, or at least are nearly allied to that source, for in Q | 
also there is no reference to the Cross and Passion. 
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(vide J. Bornemann, «Die Taufe Christi durch 
Johannes,” Leipzig, 1896), and the fourth evangelist 
by the method of his description of the event has 
almost got rid of the Baptism itself. Also from the 
fact that (1) the Baptism was not included among 
the articles of the ancient Roman Symbol, and that 
(2) reference was made to the event much more 
rarely than from its importance we should have 
expected—we see that in later times the inconvenience 
of the tradition was still felt. In this connection the 
behaviour, for example, of the African writers is 
instructive: in spite of the multitude of quotations 
from the New Testament found in Tertullian, Cyprian, 
and the more ancient African writers, it is impossible 
to ascertain the words of the voice from heaven as 
read by either of these writers, because it is never 
quoted by any of them (nor by Novatian)." 

But by far the most inconvenient version of the 
tradition must have been that which gave the voice 


from heaven (after Ps. ii.) in the form: vids pov 


i ov , : 4 fe ] hi 
€l ov" onuepov ryeyevynka oe—tor, unless sophis- 


tical reasonings were called to aid, it excluded the 


miraculous Conception. 
This version of the voice from heaven is nowhere 


found in the MSS. of St. Matthew; but in St. Luke 


it is attested by D and the Old Latin codices Vercell., 


_Veron., Colbert. Paris., Corbei. (ff.”), Rhedig. Vratisl.? 


! 


In agreement with these authorities we find, in the 


West, Justin (twice), «Acta Petri et Pauli,” 29; 


1 Neither is it quoted by the Apostolic Fathers and the Clementine 


Homilies. 
2 According to Epiphanius both versions stood in the Gospel 


of the Ebionites. 
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Lactant., Juvenc., Hilary (five times), the translator 
of Origen (« Hom. in Ezech.” 17, 3),! the author of 
the pseudo-Augustinian “ Quest. Vet. et Nov. Test.,” 
Tychon., Faustus in Augustine, and Augustine.” After 
the beginning of the fifth century the reading vanishes 
completely ; the Vulgate gave it its death-blow. 

In the East, omitting Justin, who ought also to 
be reckoned among Eastern authorities, it is not 
attested by Tatian? and Irenzus, but is given by 
Clem. Alex.,* the “Didascalia Apost.” (therefore 
also by the « Apost. Constit.”), and by Methodius. 

With our present knowledge of textual criticism 
we are accordingly safe in deciding that the most 
ancient exemplars of St. Luke’s gospel, which were 
current in the West, agreed in reading the version of 
Psalm ii., while in the East this reading was found 
only in a few exemplars. 


1 Was this also the reading of Origen himself? We may not. 
appeal with certainty to ‘‘Comm, in Joh.” p. 37 (ed. Preuschen), 
Also Hom. 27 in “‘ Luc.” speaks to the contrary. | 

2 Augustine writes (‘De Consensu Evv.,” ii. 14, 31): ‘ Illud vero | 
quod nonnulli codices habent secundum Lucam, hoc illa voce | 
sonuisse, quod in psalmo scriptum est: ‘Filius meus es tu; 3 ego | 
hodie genui te,’ quanquam in antiquioribus codicibus Greek non | 
inveniri perhibeatur [the Greek codices are ipso facto the more | 
ancient for Augustine], tamen si aliquibus fide dignis exemplaribus | 
confirmari possit, quid aliud quam utrumque intellegendum | 
quolibet verborum ordine de ccelo sonuisse ?” 

8 This of course proves nothing, as Tatian’s Diatessaron is al 
gospel harmony ; but Syr.sin. of St. Luke does not give the version 
according to Psalm ii., nor does the Peshitto. 

4 It is remarkable that in ‘‘ Pad.” i. 6, 25, he gives the two 
versions one after another, just as in the Gospel of the Ebionites 
according to Epiphanius.—It is uncertain whether the reading 
is attested in the Epistle to Diognetus, chap. xi.; the version of 
Celsus in Origen, ‘‘ Contra Celsum,” i. 41, is also uncertain, 
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If we now ask what St. Luke wrote himself; here 
also, after what we have now learned, there can be 
no doubt about our decision. We know that con- 
formation of the texts of (St. Mark and) St. Luke 
to the text of St. Matthew not only began very early 
but that it was most actively carried on at the time which 
lies before our manuscripts, indeed before the time of the 
quotations made by the Fathers; and that the pre- 
decessors of the most ancient Western manuscripts did 
not suffer therefrom so much as those of the East. 
It therefore follows that we must insert the voice 
from heaven, according to the version of Psalm ii., 
into the text of St. Luke.! 

If, however, St. Luke wrote thus, we cannot 
possibly suppose that he intentionally, and upon his 
own authority, altered the tradition which lay before 
him in St. Mark (cv ef 6 vids pov 6 ayannros, év cot 
evddxysa); for he could not but have found the 
version according to Psalm ii. inconvenient, after 
what he had narrated in chapters i. and ii. He 
thus accepted this reading and substituted it for the 
reading of the Markan account, because it was 
presented by a tradition which he regarded as more 
credible than, or at least as credible as the tradition 
contained in St. Mark. 


* Recourse to an apocryphal gospel or to the hypothesis of a 
variant translation in oral tradition is not to be commended here, 
seeing that in critical problems of this kind one must try to 
confine oneself to known quantities, so far as these exist, and to 
make the best of them. Here, as a matter of fact, they are quite 
sufficient for the solution of the problem. The hypothesis of a 
later intrusion of the reading into the Lukan text is improbable, 
because of its content, and has no analogy in its favour after the 
Canon of Four Gospels had once been formed. 


x 
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Seeing, however, that St. Luke directly before 
and directly afterwards follows the source Q, and 
that it therefore is a priori very probable that an 
account of the Baptism of our Lord stood in Q, 
it is also not less probable that the version of the 
voice from heaven in St. Luke (according to 
Psalm ii.) is derived from Q, and that St. Luke 
substituted this version for that of St. Mark because 
he regarded it as more trustworthy. 

From this it follows (1) that St. Luke valued the 
source Q at a higher rate than, or at least at as high 
a rate as he valued St. Mark; (2) that the story of 
the Baptism together with the voice from heaven 
is not an invention of St. Mark, but goes back to 
a legend which lies behind St. Mark and Q; (3) that 
this legend had its more original form in Q, for the 
voice from heaven in the version of St. Mark. 
(which is followed by St. Matthew) is clearly seen 
to be an attenuated form when compared with the 
version of Q (St. Luke).? 


1 It is possible that the narrative of the appearance of a light at 
the Baptism, of which the earliest witness is given in Tatian, also 
originally stood in St. Luke, and thus also in Q; but the evidence 
is not so strong as in the case of the voice from heaven, seeing 
that St. Mark and St. Matthew give nothing which corresponds 
and that the narrative is wanting in D, 

® The ovjuepor is decisive even though the Markan account may 
contain it implicitly. On the other hand, it seems to me scarcely 
worthy of attention that in Q the Son is spoken of as being 
“begotten” (as in the first chapters of St. Matthew and St. Luke, 
there in realistic fashion, but in Q metaphorically), while St. Mark 
does not give this conception at all. Perhaps the version of the 
voice from heaven, according to Psalm ii., has an ancient witness 
in Heb, i. 5 f.; for this passage perhaps refers to what occurred 
at the Baptism—yet this is not certain, 
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